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ABSTRACT 
 
Global growth in wine tourism mirrors that of wine consumption and rural tourism.  
Existing research reveals that wine tourists look for dining, shopping, cultural, and 
recreational activities (Getz & Brown, 2006b) and are driven to escape and enjoy socializing 
with friends (Getz & Carlsen, 2008; Mitchel & Hall, 2006).  Together these motivations 
suggest the value of hedonic and experiential consumption theories which have been recently 
referenced in wine tourism literature (Bruwer & Alant, 2009).  The present study utilized the 
central constructs of the experience economy model, namely the 4Es—education, esthetics, 
entertainment, and escapist—(Pine & Gilmore, 1999) to explain the experiential nature of 
wine tourism.  A scale was adapted that proved to be reliable and constructive through 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for measuring rural wine tourism.  Data collected from 
970 visitors demonstrated the validity of the experience economy in predicting intentions to 
recommend and return to the Chautauqua-Lake Erie wine tourism destination.  Findings were 
consistent with measurement of these experiential elements in other tourism settings (Hosany 
& Withiam, 2010; Oh, Fiore, & Jeoung, 2007), namely esthetics provided the most 
statistically significant construct, mediating other predictors such as gender, history of 
previous visits, and activity level, shown to be statistically significant using multiple 
regression equations.  In addition a second scale was tested and proved to be successful via 
CFA for measuring tourism suppliers’ 4E priorities in creating the visitor experience.  
Welch’s t-tests between tourists’ evaluations and the business providers’ priorities 
demonstrated various gaps between what is believed to be offered by the wine tourism supply 
chain and what tourists experienced.  Stakeholder analysis confirmed several key differences 
among four tourism supplier groups (winery owners and farmers; restaurateurs and retailers; 
xii 
lodging operators, and attraction providers) on issues of importance to successful wine 
tourism, although, agreement on a dozen concerns were also identified.  This study advances 
the emergent theory in experiential consumption and wine tourism offering a circumferential 
view of both supply of and demand for experiential consumption that may be applied to wine 
tourism geographies in varying stages of development.  Consequently, the work offers new 
theoretical directions for rural wine tourism stakeholders and practical insights for 
contemporary applications of the findings for marketers.
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CHAPTER 1.  INTRODUCTION 
Growth in wine tourism is a global phenomenon.  It parallels the development of rural 
tourism, the growth in cultural tourism activities, and growth of global wine consumption.  In 
2009, Australia’s wine tourists spent AUD$7.1b on travel (Tourism Research Australia, 
2010), while in California, wine regions hosted 20.7 million tourists who spent US$2.1b in 
2009 (California Wine Institute, 2011).  In 2004, wine tourism contributed $75 million to the 
economy of Michigan (Wargenau & Che, 2006), drove 800,000 visitors to North Carolina in 
2005 (Evans, Pollard, & Holder, 2008), and was tied to 40% of all hotel revenue in Walla 
Walla, WA in 2007 (Storchmann, 2008).  Concurrently, research into wine tourism has 
continued to expand with an emphasis on development and marketing issues in who is the 
wine tourist (Charters & Ali-Knight, 2002; Dodd & Bigotte, 1997; Getz, Carlsen, Brown, & 
Havitz, 2008).  “Demographic details such as gender, age, income, and origin all provide 
useful insight into who is the wine tourist” (Mitchell & Hall, 2006, p. 318).  Findings across 
a number of studies reveal a degree of consensus (Dodd & Bigotte, 1997; Getz & Carlsen, 
2008; Mitchell & Hall, 2006; Tassiopoulos, Nuntsu, & Haydam, 2004).  The consensus 
appears to be that the wine tourist is a domestic professional with moderate to high income 
who is typically 30 to 50 years old and comparatively well educated.  Beyond this 
generalization, research also demonstrates significant differences in visitors between regions 
as well as countries.  The other consistent findings across multiple studies confirm there are 
significant behavioral differences in the gender and generation of wine tourists (Alonso, 
Fraser, & Cohen, 2007; Bruwer, 2004; Fountain & Charters, 2010; Getz & Carlsen, 2008; 
Mitchell, 2006; Mitchell & Hall, 2006).  In addition to demographics, significant differences 
in trip characteristics of rural wine tourists have been exposed, including their state or 
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country of origin, length of stay in the destination, and other trip behaviors such as spending 
patterns, travel party size, and participation in activities (Evans et al., 2008; Fountain & 
Charters, 2010; Kim & Kim, 2002; Nasers, 2009; Smith, Davis, & Pike, 2010; Treloar, Hall, 
& Mitchell, 2004; Weaver, Weber, & McCleary, 2007; Williams & Dossa, 2003). 
The existing motivation research reveals that wine tourists look for dining, shopping, 
cultural, and recreational activities (Getz & Brown, 2006b), along with authenticity 
(Beverland, 2005; Sims, 2009).  Wine tourists seek an experience that “is a complex 
interaction of natural setting, wine, food, cultural, and historical inputs and above all the 
people who service” them (Charters, 2006, p. 214).  The expanding body of literature related 
to customer experience, while still evolving, affords a logical connection to wine tourism 
with its emphasis on senses, emotions, and enjoyment of pastoral settings (Bruwer & Alant, 
2009; Carmichael, 2005; Mitchell, Hall, & McIntosh, 2000; Peters, 1997; Williams, 2006).  
As appreciation for and knowledge about the attractiveness of wine tourism have increased, 
theories of hedonic and experiential consumer behavior have begun to be employed in wine 
tourism studies (Bruwer & Alant, 2009; Getz & Carlsen, 2008; Williams, 2006), suggesting 
the need for a more encompassing view of the experiential nature of wine tourism.  The 
experience economy paradigm (Pine & Gilmore, 1999) has stood out among the various 
applications of the experiential view of consumer behavior and is a proven perspective to 
apply to tourism settings (Hayes & MacLeod, 2007; Hosnay & Witham, 2010; Oh et al., 
2007; Williams, 2006). 
Consumer intentions are important predictors to forecast sales (March & Woodside, 
2005).  In tourism and, particularly, wine tourism research, past behavior has demonstrated to 
be significant in predicting future intentions (Bamberg, Ajzen, & Schmidt, 2003; Jang, Kim, 
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& Bonn, 2011; Lam & Hsu, 2004; Quintal, Lee, & Soutar, 2010; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998; 
Sparks, 2007; Weaver et al., 2007).  Given these advances in understanding the wine tourist, 
a more robust examination of these associations is propitious and offers opportunities to 
explore new theoretical directions in wine tourism and contemporary applications for rural 
destination suppliers.  
The supply chain in wine tourism, like other tourism experiences, is a series of 
separately consumed activities delivered by a collection of disparate business entities.  More 
often than not, winery owners and wine makers have been studied as representing the tourism 
supply chain and, to a lesser extent, the destination policy maker (Boyne, Hall, & Williams, 
2003; Cambourne & Macionis, 2000; Colman, 2008; Howley & van Westering, 2008).  
Absent in most of the literature are contributions to the tourism experience offered by other 
key suppliers such as restaurateurs, hoteliers, recreation and attraction operators, and others.  
This exposes a knowledge gap between the perceptions of varying stakeholders about rural 
wine tourism development, as well as comparisons between perceptions of tourism providers 
and tourists.  Since Freeman’s 1984 seminal work on defining stakeholders as “any group or 
individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organizations’ objectives” 
(p. 46), tourism researchers have acknowledged the significance of stakeholder theory in 
sustainable tourism development (Byrd, Bosley, & Dronberger, 2009; Page & Getz, 1997; 
Sautter & Leisen, 1999; Weaver & Lawton, 2002).  This research will contribute to 
stakeholder theory as it relates to wine tourism development in Lake Erie Wine Country 
(LEWC) with an evaluation of the priorities and perceptions of wine tourism suppliers and by 
measuring this assessment against that of the tourist’s using the experience economy 
framework.  
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Background of Destination 
Based on its geologically shared characteristics, the Lake Erie American Viticultural 
Area (AVA), designated by the U.S. Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau in 1983, 
boasts boundaries spanning three states—New York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio.  The Wine 
Trail (the Trail) bearing the name Lake Erie Wine Country (see Figure 1), however, stretches 
only from Silver Creek, NY, south of the northern border of the Lake Erie AVA to North 
East, PA, north and east of the AVA’s Ohio border (Alcohol Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau, 
n.d.; Lake Erie Wine Country, 2011; Pennsylvania Winery Association, 2011).  This area in 
particular boasts approximately 30,000 acres of vineyards and over 840 farms (Cornell 
University, n.d.).  Formerly named the Chautauqua-Lake Erie Wine Trail, the Trail is one of 
22 New York and Pennsylvania state designated wine trails.  While the region is the second 
largest grape growing area in the U.S., it has not been investigated as a wine, food, or 
culinary destination.  The region is known for its maritime tourism industry due to the natural 
 
Figure 1.  Lake Erie Wine Country, 2011 
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features of Lake Erie, one of North America’s five Great Lakes which form a border between 
the United States and Canada.  The Trail is also home to the Chautauqua Institution, the 
famous non-profit, educational summer community founded in 1874 in the New York 
County bearing the same name.  The Institution is a 750-acre campus with approximately 
7,500 summer residents providing some 142,000 performances and classes for 8,000 students 
in a bucolic, historic setting (Chautauqua Institution, n.d.). 
There is a dearth of academic research that examines this specific destination and 
none that compares stakeholders’ and visitors’ expectations regarding wine tourism 
development from the experiential view.  Therefore, the need for research is overdue and will 
be useful for those investing in the region, marketing the destination, and operating the 
businesses that make up the wine tourism product within Lake Erie Wine Country.  
Purpose and Objectives 
The purpose of this research was to explore the wine tourism experience of the Lake 
Erie Wine Country, a rural wine trail located in western New York and western 
Pennsylvania, using the experience economy framework.  The research study investigated 
and compares the differences in perceptions between visitors to and tourism providers within 
LEWC with an emphasis on the customer experience model derived from Pine and Gilmore 
(1999) and, specifically, the model’s four realms of experience: education, escapist, esthetics, 
and entertainment (4Es).  This study integrates three separate sections of research into a 
holistic view of the Lake Erie Wine Country experience.  A cross-sectional, 
non-experimental survey research design was employed to gather data for the study.  Two 
distinct populations were examined using two separate measurement instruments.  The study 
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examines the LEWC tourists captured through the initial instrument, discusses the tourists’ 
perceived experience of the 4Es in this specific tourism setting, and seeks to: 
1. measure the perceived experience of the 4Es and its effect on visitors’ behavioral 
intentions; 
2. determine if the demographics or trip characteristics effect visitors’ behavioral 
intentions; and 
3. identify the relationship between trip characteristics and demographics and the 
perceived experience of the 4Es on tourists’ intentions.   
With the second instrument, the study measures the LEWC tourism suppliers’ 
contributions to the experience through their individual business design and their perceptions 
of the overall destination’s experience for visitors.  This section of the study compares the 
visitors’ experience to these contributions of the suppliers along the four realms of 
experience.  Also captured by the second instrument, the study investigates the wine tourism 
business suppliers’ perceived needs as stakeholders in developing a successful wine tourism 
product.   
The need for this research is overdue.  It will be useful for those investing in the 
region, marketing the destination, and operating the businesses that make up the wine 
tourism product in Lake Erie Wine Country.  Chapter two outlines the relevant rural and 
wine tourism literature within the experiential view of the experience economy, stakeholder 
identification and perceptions in the context of this tourism segment, and the study’s 
hypotheses.  The third chapter outlines the method and data analysis plan for all sections of 
the study.  In the fourth chapter, results of the data analysis are presented and in the last and 
fifth chapter, a summary and conclusions are drawn and discussed. 
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Key Concepts and Definitions 
 
 The following key concepts and definitions were used for this study: 
 Behavioral Intentions: Intention is regarded as the motivation necessary to engage in 
a particular behavior (Lam & Hsu, 2004).  In some theories of behavior it is considered the 
“only immediate precursor of behavior” (Ajzen, 1991, p. 203) and provides the best predictor 
of behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  In this study, behavioral intentions are separate and 
two-fold, defined as the visitor’s (a) intention to return to the destination, and (b) the 
intention to recommend the destination to others. 
Cellar Door: The term cellar door refers to a winery which is open to the public and 
to the activities such as wine tasting, direct sales to consumers, classes, and tours that take 
place on site.  Wineries, as the facilities where grapes are vinified into wine, may or may not 
include an actual cellar or basement wine storage area, farm, or vineyard. 
 Excursionist: “A tourist who spends less than one night in a destination region” 
(Weaver & Lawton, 2002, p. 28) may be referred to as either an excursionist or day-tripper.  
 Experience Economy Model of Experiential Consumption: Pine and Gilmore’s (1999) 
experience economy model has stood out among the various applications of the experiential 
view of consumer behavior.  It delineated four realms of consumer experience: educational, 
escapist, esthetic, and entertainment experiences, which are referred to as the “4Es.”  The 4Es 
form permeable quadrants that reflect positions along two continua of experience.  The 
horizontal continuum reflects consumer participation in creating the experience, either 
passive or active, and the intersecting vertical continuum reflects a consumer’s absorption of 
or immersion in the experience (Pine & Gilmore, 1999).   
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 Rural Tourism: Rural tourism is most frequently defined as “tourism that takes place 
in the countryside” (Lane, 1994, p. 9).  The concept of rural tourism is complex and 
characterized most often by what it is not, namely, urban tourism.  It is dependent on the 
national context which defines population density as urban or rural, with the nature of rural 
implying open spaces, rural heritage, small scale tourism, and natural attractions (Frochot, 
2005; Lane, 1994; Page & Getz, 1997).  
 Rural Wine Tourism: The nascent development of research into wine tourism has 
generated various interpretations of how it should be characterized.  Wine-related activities 
such as tastings and festivals may be held in both urban and rural settings; therefore, rural 
wine tourism is clarified herein as visitation to experience the attributes of a grape growing 
wine region (Hall, Johnson, Cambourne, Macionis, Mitchell, & Sharples, 2000; Peters, 
1997).  
 Stakeholder Theory: Since Freeman’s 1984 seminal work on defining stakeholders as 
“any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the 
organizations’ objectives” (p. 46), tourism researchers have acknowledged the significance of 
stakeholders in tourism development (Byrd et al., 2009; Sautter & Leisen, 1999; Weaver & 
Lawton, 2002) and, in particular, in sustainable tourism development (McKercher, 1993; 
Robson, J., & Robson, I., 1995).  Stakeholder theory provides for identification of 
stakeholders, the intrinsic value of their interests, and the “attitudes, structures, and practices, 
that taken together, constitute stakeholder management” (Donaldson & Preston, 1995, p. 67).  
Weaver and Lawton (2002) identified stakeholders as tourists, governments, public 
communities, and businesses interacting with tourists. 
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 The Trail: In January 2011, the Chautauqua-Lake Erie Wine Trail—one of 11 New 
York State designated wine trails and one of 11 Pennsylvania designated wine trails—
changed its name to Lake Erie Wine Country for marketing purposes.  It is a membership-
based business organization which is comprised of approximately 25 commercial wineries, 
numerous lodging and dining establishments, attractions, retail outlets, and other businesses.  
 Tripographics: Tripographics encompass trip characteristics such as the tourist’s 
length of stay in the destination, primary purpose of visit, travel party size, and whether the 
trip was en route to another destination or constitutes the final destination of the traveler (Hu 
& Morrison, 2002). 
 Winescape: Winescape or viticultural landscape describes the human improvement of 
the natural landscape with three primary elements: “(1) the grapes and their needs, (2) the 
natural environments that best meet those needs, and (3) the viticulturists and wine makers 
who determine everything . . . within the broader context of cultural practices and economic 
viability” (Peters, 1997, p. 8).  A winescape includes the cultural, environmental, and social 
aspects of the wine growing rural location.
10 
 
CHAPTER 2.  REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 The areas of literature that were investigated to identify the proposed hypotheses for 
the present study include: (a) rural tourism, (b) rural wine tourism including a description of 
the rural Lake Erie wine region, (c) stakeholder theory, (d) wine tourist behavior, and (e) the 
experience economy.   
Rural Tourism 
Rural tourism, of which wine tourism is a form, is considered a mechanism for 
economic development (Fleischer & Felsenstein, 2000; Gartner, 2004; Hall, Kirkpatrick, & 
Mitchell; 2005; Page & Getz, 1997; Richardson, 2004; Vargas-Vargas & Mondejar-Jimenez, 
2010).  As inventoried by Hall and Jenkins, various governmental bodies have initiated a 
wide variety of policy instruments including financial incentives for the promotion of rural 
tourism development (1998).  The United States Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) 
National Agricultural Library (NAL) maintains a substantial resource page devoted to 
promoting rural tourism (NAL, n.d.).  In keeping with the 2007 Strategic Plan of the USDA’s 
National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS), wine tourism development meets the 
Department’s goals of enhancing competitiveness of rural farm economies, providing access 
to recreational and cultural activities, and ensuring that rural residents benefit from economic 
opportunities equal to those of other citizens (NASS, 2007).  Rural tourism as an economic 
diversification strategy has been promoted by the cooperative extension offices of U.S. 
land-grant universities (Brown & Reeder, 2007; Gartner, 2004).  While a few studies have 
reported inconclusive findings with regard to these economic benefits (Dellar, 2010; Leon, 
2007), farm entrepreneurs’ and policy makers’ support continues for developing this segment 
of tourism (Fleischer & Felsenstein, 2000; Gartner, 2004; Page & Getz, 1997; Wilson, 
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Fesenmaier, D., Fesenmaier, J., & van Es, 2001).  In addition, a convergence of global forces 
such as urbanization, rural poverty, and changes in regulations governing wine distribution 
has led to diversification of rural economies with efforts such as wine tourism development 
(Boyne et al., 2003; Colman, 2008; Gartner, 2004; Sznajder, Przezborska, & Scrimgeour, 
2009).   
Rural Wine Tourism 
Wine tourism operates as an extension of agritourism and farm tourism, all of which 
are regularly addressed together with rural tourism (Gartner, 2004; Mintel, 2009; Sznajder et 
al., 2009).  Farm tourism generally offers visitors activities not directly associated with 
farming such as horseback riding or petting farms (Brown & Reeder, 2007).  The popularity 
of wine tourism ostensibly parallels the growth of rural tourism which has continuously 
evolved in Europe and North America since the end of World War II (Gartner, 2004; Page & 
Getz, 1997; Sznajder et al., 2009; Timothy, 2005) as well as the escalation of wine 
consumption (see Table 2.1) which has enjoyed a 1% compound annual growth rate (CAGR) 
worldwide since 2004.  Despite the slowing of wine sales during the recent global recession, 
projections through 2014 indicate a global 2% CAGR with North America and Asia leading 
the growth (Euromonitor International, 2009).  In the U.S., consumption of table wine has 
reached 34% of the legal population with domestic table wine exhibiting strong growth 
(Mintel, 2010).  According to the International Trade Association of the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, since 1999 the number of bonded wineries in the U.S. rose 81%, totaling over 
5,000 active wineries, with the majority of these new viticulture efforts considered small 
businesses (Hodgen, 2008).  Tourism linked with these wineries has been estimated to 
employ nearly 50,000 people in the U.S. exclusive of wine production and agricultural staff 
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associated with vinification (MKF Research LLC, 2007).  During the five years between 
2002 and 2007, income from agritourism and recreational services on farms in the U.S. grew 
55% (NASS, 2009b).   
Table 2.1 
Percentage Growth in Household Wine Consumption 
Region 2004–2005 2005–2006 2006–2007 2007–2008 
World 3.7 4.7 10.8 6.0 
U.S. 6.6 9.3   6.3 4.1 
Note.  Euromonitor International, 2010 
International travel has mirrored the worldwide growth in wine consumption with 
international arrivals increasing by 3.8% annually from 2000 to 2008 according to the United 
Nations World Tourism Organization (2009).  U.S. domestic travel spending jumped 31.6% 
during the same period (U.S. Travel Association, n.d.).  A contemporary trend marries the 
world’s interest in wine and in travel in the search for wine destination experiences.  Wine 
tourism, like its complement culinary tourism, has been described as tourism that attracts 
travelers motivated to experience a particular cultural destination, site, or event specifically 
related to wine and viticulture (Getz et al., 2008; McKercher & du Cros, 2002).   
 Every state is home to a winery that is bonded and licensed by the U.S. Department of 
the Treasury’s Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau (TTB), a part of the Department 
of Homeland Security.  The TTB has designated l98 American Viticultural Areas (AVA) as 
of 2010 (Alcohol Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau, n.d.).  California leads the nation in the 
number of wineries, boasting over 2,200, followed by eight states (see Table 2.2) licensing 
over 100 individual wineries (MKF Research LLC, 2007).  While a great deal has been 
published about the California wine industry and Napa Valley, CA—arguably one of the 
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most successful wine tourism destinations in the world (Colman, 2008; Peters, 1997; 
Skinner, 2000)—much smaller, less developed viticulture areas have been researched as wine 
tourism destinations.  Wine tourism studies have been done in Connecticut, Michigan, 
Washington, Texas, Indiana, Iowa, and Idaho (Barber, Donovan, & Dodd, 2008; Brown & 
Getz, 2005; Cela, Knowles-Lankford, & Lankford, 2007; Dodd, 2000; Taylor, Woodall, 
Wandschneider, & Foltz, 2004; Wargenau & Che, 2006; Yuan, Cai, Morrison, & Linton, 
2005) demonstrating the value in investigating the unique characteristics of specific wine 
tourism destinations. 
Table 2.2 
Top Ten States by Number of Bonded Wineries (2005) 
 U.S. state Number of wineries 
1           CA                        2,275 
2           WA                           475 
3           OR                           291 
4           NY                           245 
5           TX                           141 
6           VA                           127 
7           PA                           115 
8           OH                           114 
9           MI                           109 
10           MO                             89 
Note.  MKF Research LLC, 2007 
The Lake Erie Wine Region   
New York State (NYS) is the third largest wine producer and has 11 designated state 
wine trails, of which Lake Erie Wine Country, formerly the Chautauqua-Lake Erie Wine 
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Trail (the Trail), is geographically the furthest west (MKF Research LLC, 2007).  Based on 
its geologically shared distinctiveness, the Lake Erie AVA spans three states—New York, 
Pennsylvania, and Ohio.  The Wine Trail (see Figure 1) bearing the same name, however, 
stretches only from Silver Creek, NY, south of the northern border of the Lake Erie AVA to 
North East, PA, north and east of the AVA’s Ohio border (Alcohol Tobacco Tax and Trade 
Bureau, n.d.).  The USDA, at the request of the NYS Department of Agriculture and 
Markets, surveyed the state’s wineries in 2009, finding that 86 new wineries were established 
since 2000, and 133 were licensed as farms versus commercial ventures with 34% of their 
combined annual wine production sold at their winery or farmers’ markets in the region 
(NASS, 2009a).  Located directly across the international water border of Canada’s famous 
Niagara wine region, the Lake Erie AVA has yet to be studied as a tourism destination.  The 
Canadian Niagara wine region, situated in the country’s most populated province of Ontario 
and only a short drive from Toronto and Niagara Falls, has been the subject of numerous 
research studies and boasts world-class quality wines as well as picturesque rural towns such 
as Niagara-on-the-Lake (Carmichael, 2005; Harling, 1994; Hashimoto & Telfer, 2003; 
Jayawardena, Patterson, Choi, & Brain, 2008). 
Recently, NYS invested $1.05 million to build a Grape Discovery Center in a central 
location on the Trail in order to stimulate “economic revitalization” in the Chautauqua-Lake 
Erie region (“State Grant,” 2008).  In addition to the 23 commercial and estate wineries on 
the Trail, the area is the oldest and largest commercial Concord grape producing community, 
which also spans the same New York-Pennsylvania lands (NY Wine & Grape Foundation, 
n.d.).  In Chautauqua County, NY, where the majority of the Trail hospitality businesses are 
situated, visitors will encounter Amish communities, a variety of restaurants, recreational 
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activities on the Lake Erie coast, and heritage homes such as that of Secretary of State under 
President Abraham Lincoln, William Seward, and multiple types of lodging choices 
(Chautauqua County Visitors Bureau [CCVB], n.d.).  Likewise, over the state line in the 
town of North East, where the Pennsylvania section of the Trail is located, in addition to 
eight wineries, there are numerous recreational opportunities, retail offerings, a branch 
campus of Mercyhurst College headquartered in Erie, PA, featuring culinary and hospitality 
education programs, and an array of festivals and events, along with restaurants and sporting 
venues such as cycling trails (North East Chamber of Commerce, n.d.).   
Chautauqua County Visitors Bureau (CCVB) estimates that 35,000 people visit the 
wineries resulting in $17 million in sales per year (“State Grant,” 2008).  Visitor studies in 
2004 and 2007 found that nearly 27.0% and 32.6% participated in wine related activities, 
respectively (CCVB, 2009).  A recent NYS Commissioner of Agriculture and Markets report 
identified improving wine tourism marketing as an economic opportunity for the rural wine 
producing region and stated that half of NYS wineries sold 60.0% of their product directly to 
consumers at the cellar door (New York State Wine Grape Task Force, 2008).  To date, 
academic and economic research investigating wine tourism has been limited to that 
referenced above.  Given the economic value and support for growing tourism to the Lake 
Erie AVA, research that better informs stakeholders about the tourist’s experience will assist 
in the future development of a quality wine tourism destination experience. 
Throughout the world, scholarly publications discussing wine tourism have grown 
appreciably over that last decade, notably propelled by the first Australian Wine Tourism 
Conference in 1998 (Carlsen, 2004).  None have studied the U.S. Lake Erie wine region.  
Several themes have emerged in the English language academic literature since: promotion 
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of regional wine destinations, cellar door activities to increase wine sales, and environmental 
sustainability of rural destinations (Carlsen, 2004).  Quantifying the motivations, satisfaction, 
and spending of visitors has drawn the most attention from wine tourism investigators 
(Mitchell & Hall, 2006; Mitchell et al., 2000).  Exploratory studies into the perspectives of 
rural wine region stakeholders have also gained the interest of tourism researchers (Hall et 
al., 2005; Sznajder et al., 2009). 
The widely accepted definitions of wine tourism, as well as the support of rural 
tourism development, have helped steer the academic research in two broad directions: 
visitor-centric and winery-centric.  The well-cited wine tourism definition of “visitations to 
vineyards, wineries, wine festivals and wine shows for which grape wine tasting and/or 
experiencing the attributes of a grape wine region are the prime motivation factors for 
visitors” (Hall et al., 2000, p. 3) is supported by the description advanced by Getz et al. 
emphasizing the “who, why, and how” of the wine tourist (2008, p. 246).  Wine consumption 
on the demand side and the distribution of the agricultural product of wine on the supply side 
both laid the foundation for studying the segment as an intersection of two separate economic 
models.  The first model is wine tourism as special-interest or cultural tourism—the demand 
(Carlsen & Charters, 2006; Fraser & Alsono, 2006; Williams & Kelly, 2001).  The second 
model is the agri-business efforts associated with wine production—the supply (Barber et al., 
2008; Dodd, 1995; Williams, 2001).  Subsequently, a vast majority of studies are devoted to 
the revenue objectives at the cellar door and to understanding the motivations of these buyers 
to promote wine sales (Alonso et al., 2007; Bruwer, 2004; Charters & Ali-Knight, 2000; 
Charters, Fountain, & Fish, 2009; Dodd & Bigotte, 1997; Elder, 2001; Hashimoto & Telfer, 
1999; Lebkowski & Cole, 2005; Mitchell & Hall, 2003).  This emphasis on understanding 
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cellar door visitors demonstrates the origins of wine tourism as a single-attribute economic 
activity of rural tourism suppliers, who all now face increased competition for those visitors.  
Stakeholders in Wine Tourism 
Stakeholder theory is central to examinations in rural tourism development 
(Gammack, 2006; Hall et al., 2005; Leslie, 2005; McGehee, 2007; Sims, 2009; Vargas-
Vargas & Mondejar-Jimenez, 2010).  Weaver and Lawton’s parsimonious definition of 
tourism, “the sum of activities of tourists and those relationships with stakeholders such as 
governments, public communities, and businesses interacting with tourists” (2002, p. 3), 
underscores this centrality.  A portion of stakeholder theory describes an organization as a 
constellation of cooperative and competitive interests (Donaldson & Preston, 1995).  
Stakeholder identification and stakeholder participation, however, both remain key aspects of 
the theory’s development (Currie, Seaton, & Wesley, 2009), and both remain potentially 
complex tasks (Reed, 1997).  Organizationally, stakeholder theory “also recommends 
attitudes, structures, and practices that, taken together, constitute stakeholder management” 
(Donaldson & Preston, 1995, p. 67).  In tourism and, in particular, rural tourism, some of 
these managerial aspects of stakeholder theory have been identified. 
Stakeholder collaboration has been found to be dependent on mutual understanding 
and access to information (Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Gray, 1989), and cooperation and 
collaboration among stakeholders have been linked to sustainable tourism development 
(McKercher, 1993; Poitras & Getz, 2006).  Because of the original dual focus of wine 
tourism research, previous stakeholder studies have principally collected data from winery 
operators about such issues as their attitudes toward tourism marketing and development, 
their service levels, and environmental concerns (Alonso & Northcote, 2008; Getz & Brown, 
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2006a; Harling, 1994; Hashimoto & Telfer, 2003; Howley & van Westering, 2008; 
Jayawardena et al., 2008; O’Neill & Palmer, 2004; Wilkins & Hall, 2001; Xu, Lü, Chen, & 
Liu, 2009).  A number of studies focus on winery owners’ perceived benefits and constraints 
to development of their wine regions (Alonso & Liu, 2010; Howley & van Westering, 2008; 
Macionis & Cambourne, 2000; Wilson et al., 2001).  Issues of collaboration or differing 
objectives of destination marketers and winery managers have been identified as impeding or 
inducing better development (Beames, 2003; Hall, 2005; Stewart, Bramble, & Ziraldo, 
2008).   
Research devoted to rural tourism stakeholders is chiefly concerned with attitudes 
toward sustainable development or the differences between perceived benefits among groups 
(Boyne et al., 2003; Byrd et al., 2009; Jamal & Stronza, 2009; Schiebel, 2005; Tinsley & 
Lynch; 2001).  Some studies look at the motivations for entrepreneurs within rural and wine 
tourism environments (Busby & Rendle, 2000; McGehee & Kim, 2004; Nickerson, Black, & 
McCool, 2001; Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007).  Efforts to investigate farmers’ and vintners’ 
perspectives versus those of community residents and policymakers have revealed their 
values may be in conflict (Alonso & Liu, 2010; Alonso & Northcote, 2008; Aref, F., 
Redzuan, Gill, & Aref, A., 2010; Beames, 2003; Byrd et al., 2009; Correla, Passos-Ascencao, 
& Charters, 2004; Poitras & Getz, 2006).   
Very little research in rural or wine tourism has simultaneously studied the variety of 
providers in the tourism supply chain; instead, research has mostly focused on a sole provider 
such as a winery operator.  As demonstrated, stakeholder management in tourism requires 
greater understanding among the many different suppliers of the tourist’s experience.  This 
understanding engenders cooperation and alignment in the tourism product development 
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(Gray, 1989; Jamal & Getz, 1999).  Potential clashes that thwart development, need for 
knowledge sharing, and the necessity of stakeholder cooperation to the tourism product make 
the subject a valuable research area for emerging rural wine tourism destinations.  The 
present study expands the identification of wine tourism stakeholders in the Lake Erie wine 
destination to include winery owners; lodging and recreation providers; restaurateurs; retail 
and attraction operators; and tourists; and seeks to assess their perceptions of challenges to 
successful wine tourism development.  
Wine Tourist Behavior 
To understand and influence travelers’ decision-making processes, researchers have 
made substantial efforts to examine the consumer behavior of tourists (Pizam & Mansfeld, 
1999; Sirakaya &Woodside, 2005).  Studies have applied various consumer behavior models 
to overall tourist motivations, creating various theoretical frameworks both competing with 
and complementing one another (Holbrook, 2000; Huang & Hsu, 2009; Pizam & Mansfeld, 
1999).  A common outcome variable these models seek to explain is travelers’ future 
behavioral intentions.  Intention is regarded as the motivation necessary to engage in a 
particular behavior (Lam & Hsu, 2004).  Consumer intentions are important predictors to 
forecast sales and consumer loyalty (Luo & Homburg, 2007; March & Woodside, 2005), 
while demographic characteristics assist marketers in communicating effectively to their 
potential consumers (Weaver & Lawton, 2002).  Although some studies collapse future 
intentions into a loyalty construct (Chitturi, Raghunathan, & Mahajan, 2007), measuring 
separate intentions, based on the context of the tourism destination is often practiced 
(Eusebio & Vierira, 2011; Hosany & Witham, 2010; Sparks, 2007; Yuan, et al., 2005).  The 
current research separated the behavioral intentions as individual dependent variables to 
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facilitate clearer understanding of the tourist experience and the marketing consequences of 
these outcomes. 
Demographic Characteristics of the Wine Tourist 
Demographic variables have been found to relate to many aspects of the tourist 
consumption systems (Woodside & King, 2001).  Variables such as age, income, education, 
nationality, and gender have all been shown to affect travel decisions and evaluation of the 
tourism experience (Hsieh, O’Leary, & Morrison, 1992; Hudson, 2000; Kattiyapornpong & 
Miller, 2009; Woodside & Pits, 1976).  Researchers have made some progress in 
understanding demographic characteristics of the wine tourist (Charters & Ali-Knight, 2000; 
Dodd & Bigotte, 1997; Getz et al., 2008).  “Demographic details such as gender, age, income 
and origin all provide useful insight into who is the wine tourist” (Mitchell & Hall, 2006, p. 
318).  Findings across a number of studies reveal a degree of consensus permitting some 
generalizations to be made about the demographics (Getz & Carlsen, 2008; Mitchell & Hall, 
2006; Tassiopoulos et al., 2004).  The consensus appears to be that the wine tourist is a 
domestic consumer with moderate to high income who is typically 30 to 50 years old and 
comparatively well educated.  Assorted studies, however, confirm there are significant 
variations in gender, generation, and residency (e.g., international vs. domestic) based on 
specific geographic region in which the wine tourism study has taken place (Bruwer, 2004; 
Fountain & Charters, 2010; Getz & Carlsen, 2008; Mitchell, 2006).  As the first-ever 
endeavor to investigate the Lake Erie wine tourism destination, this present study seeks to 
first identify the demographic characteristics of its tourist.  Whereas it is anticipated that the 
overall profile of the LEWC tourist will share some of the demographic characteristics of 
other regions’ tourists, it is also proposed that it will exhibit meaningful differences as 
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previous literature has shown different wine regions to reveal distinctive combinations of 
characteristics.  
Few studies have explored if these personal characteristics are likely to predict future 
behavior.  Researchers have found that older, more educated domestic tourists in Portugal are 
more likely to be destination loyal, a composite construct of intention to return and 
recommend (Mendes, Valle, Guerreiro, & Silva, 2010).  In Egypt, Azim (2010) found gender 
and income to have no effect on intention to return but found a significant difference in age; 
older tourists were less likely than younger consumers to intend to return.  Previous studies 
identified female (i.e., Gen Y and Gen X) and younger wine tourists valued the hedonic and 
social aspects of experience more highly than did males and older tourists, respectively 
(Brown, Havitz, & Getz, 2006; Getz & Carlsen, 2008).  Segmentation efforts of wine tourists 
have identified high income groups to be less likely to return to a specific wine destination in 
Canada; in Australian wine regions, however, higher income predicted prior wine region 
visits (Brown et al., 2006; Galloway, Mitchell, Getz, Crouch, & Ong, 2008).  McDowell and 
Ma (2010) found significant differences between international and domestic tourists with the 
former less likely to return but more likely to recommend than the latter group.  Difference in 
wine tourism satisfaction was identified between in-state and out-of-state visitors in North 
Carolina (Evans et al., 2008).  The majority of studies into the demographics of the wine 
tourist take snapshots of the traveler.   
In more mature wine destinations, researchers have attempted to create clusters or 
segments of wine tourists by combining demographic with motivational (trip purpose) and 
other characteristics (Carlsen, 2004; Mitchell & Hall, 2006).  Whereas past research does not 
lead to predictions of the likely demographic makeup of LEWC tourists in terms of gender, it 
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does support that these tourists will have higher levels of education and income and most 
likely will be relatively older.  Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 
H1: LEWC average tourist will be relatively older American reporting higher  
 household income and higher educational achievement.  
 
In addition to identifying the LEWC tourist demographics, this study seeks to explore 
if these demographics affect future intentions.  As an inaugural effort to study the wine 
tourism consumer in Lake Erie, these results provide a benchmark for further investigations 
and offer a basis for future, deeper understanding of LEWC tourists. 
H2a-e:  Visitors’ demographics ([a] age, [b] gender, [c] household income, [d]  
 educational level, and [e] place of origin) will have a significantly positive  
 effect behavioral intention to recommend LEWC. 
 
H3a-e:  Visitors’ demographics ([a] age, [b] gender, [c] household income, [d]  
  educational level, and [e] place of origin) will have a significantly positive  
 effect LEWC tourists’ behavioral intention to return. 
 
Tripographic Characteristics of the Wine Tourist 
Research into tripographics, the analysis of travel trip characteristics (Hu & Morrison, 
2002), has taken many forms and applications in tourism research.  The term tripographics 
“connotes that a travel trip has multiple dimensions as well as demographics” (Hu & 
Morrison, 2002, p. 207).  See Table 2.3 for suggested tripographic variables adapted for this 
study.  These authors found significant differences in both the demographics and 
tripographics between the visiting friends and relatives (VFR) segment, which has a 
propensity to return to the same destination, and non-VFR travelers.  The trip purpose or 
motivation for the trip—whether it is to visit family and friends or some other kind of leisure 
travel—is a meaningful distinction that influences the tourist consumption experience from 
destination choice to trip evaluation (Hankinson, 2005; Sirakaya & Woodside, 2005).  
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Similar to the VFR segment, business travelers are assumed to have a higher intention to 
return due to the nature of business travel.  Because most wine tourism studies have looked at 
the leisure, discretionary aspects of the wine tourist, no studies have identified the business 
traveler’s willingness to recommend a wine tourism destination.  Trip purpose distinctions, as 
well as the differences in a leisure trip’s purpose such as to attend a special event or VFR, are 
explored for their effect on intentions.  This is a new avenue for wine tourism research. 
Table 2.3 
Tripographic Variables and their Potential Dimensions 
Tripographic variable  Potential dimension 
Accommodation type used            Campground/RV park 
          Hotel or motel 
          Second home 
          Stay with friends or relatives 
  Activity participation            Attending attractions or events 
          Shopping 
          Sports 
         Visiting a winery 
  Length of stay            Day trip 
          Nights away from home 
  Past trip history            First visit 
          Repeat visit 
  Purpose of trip            Winery visit 
          Vacation 
          Visit friends & relatives 
          Special event 
Note.  Adapted from Hu and Morrison, 2002 
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Two temporal categories of tourists are found in wine tourism: a day-tripper, also 
referred to as an excursionist, and an overnighter.  Much of the prior wine tourism research 
concerns itself with excursionists from adjacent urban centers driving to wineries and leaving 
the same day, or overnight tourists doing the same from a nearby gateway city (Alant & 
Bruwer, 2004; Alonso et al., 2007; Barber et al., 2008; Getz & Brown, 2006b; Williams & 
Dossa, 2003).  Recent research is beginning to examine the economic impact of overnight 
travelers on rural tourism destinations (Barros & Machado, 2010; Oh & Schuett, 2010; 
Tchetchik, Fleischer, & Finkelshtain, 2008).  Oh and Schuett’s (2010) study found that 
overnight tourists spent four times as much as day visitors in a rural tourism context.  Skinner 
(2000) argued that wine destinations that successfully attract visitors will increase the 
number of accommodations.  In addition to the economic impact of overnight visitors, a 
longer length of stay provides an opportunity to engage in additional activities in the 
destination as well as experience a greater variety of the tourism products offered. 
As the literature has grown in the past decade, research indicates that tourists want 
more from their wine destination experience than to just purchase wine.  They desire quality 
culinary offerings; cultural, recreational, and retail choices; and to enjoy the rural landscape 
that wine regions present (Brown et al., 2006; Bruwer & Alant, 2009; Charters & Ali-Knight, 
2002; Cohen & Ben-Nun, 2009; Getz & Brown, 2006b; Getz et al., 2008; Hashimoto & 
Telfer, 2003; Park, Reisinger, & Kang, 2008; Roberts & Hall, 2004; Sparks, 2007; 
Tassiopoulos et al., 2004; Taylor et al., 2004).  These findings suggest that the greater 
number of activities available to tourists in a destination and the greater number of activities 
in which tourists participate will thereby meet this expectation and therefore influence future 
intentions to recommend or return. 
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Past behavior (past visits to a destination) has demonstrated to be significant in 
predicting future intentions in tourism (Bamberg et al., 2003; Jang et al., 2011; Lam & Hsu, 
2004; Sparks, 2007; Weaver et al., 2007).  Wooten and Norman (2007) found differences in 
the perceptions of festival experience by first-time and repeating attendees.  Previous visits 
resulted in a significant intent to revisit a rural wine destination festival (Yuan et al., 2005).  
First-time wine tourists in Spain were found less likely to return than those who had 
previously visited the wine destination (Marzo-Navarro & Pedraja-Iglesias, 2009).  
The present study identified differences in the tripographics--trip purpose, length of 
stay, activity level, past visit history (first-timer or repeater) among the LEWC tourists.  
Research has indicated that varying tripographics influence destination choice, wine tourism 
motivations, and vacation evaluations and therefore have marketing and managerial 
implications for wine tourism business operators.  With the exception of previous visits, the 
effect of tripographics on behavioral intention has received little scholarly attention.  The 
present study explored whether differences in trip purpose, length of stay, activity level, and 
past visit history affect behavioral intentions.  
H4a-d: Visitors’ tripographics ([a] trip purpose, [b] length of stay, [c] activity level, 
  [d] past visit history) will have a significantly positive effect on intention to  
 recommend. 
 
H5a-d: Visitors’ tripographics ([a] trip purpose, [b] length of stay, [c] activity level, 
  [d] past visit history) will have a significantly positive effect on intention to  
 return. 
 
The Wine Tourist Experience 
Recently tourism and hospitality researchers have employed emergent experiential or 
hedonic consumption theories to understand the complexity of the tourist’s experience (Hall 
& Sharples, 2008; Knutson, Beck, Kim, & Cha, 2006; McIntosh & Siggs, 2005; Williams, 
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2006).  Hedonic consumption provides satisfaction in itself, deriving pleasure through the 
intrinsic value from feelings, fantasy, and fun (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982; Williams, 
2006).  Focusing on the sensory and emotional aspects of consumption, it has been viewed as 
a more holistic approach than some (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982).  The literature on the 
experiential view of hedonic consumption signifies the relevance of its theoretical framework 
as describing the memorable, immersive experiences the customer seeks (Hirschman & 
Holbrook, 1982; Holbrook & Hirshman, 1982; Palmer, 2010; Pine & Gilmore; 1999) in an 
ever increasingly competitive environment (Christensen, 2009).  Wine tourism researchers 
have begun to examine these experiential concepts (Charters et al., 2009; Galloway et al., 
2008; Getz & Carlsen, 2008; Pikkemaat, Peters, Boksberger, & Secco, 2009).  While “there 
is no single theory that defines the meaning and extent of tourist experiences, a number of 
authors have made attempts to formulate models by generalizing and aggregating 
information” (Chhetri, Arrowsmith, & Jackson, 2004, p. 34, as cited in Volo, 2009).  The 
expanding body of literature related to consumer experience, while still evolving, affords a 
logical connection to wine tourism with its emphasis on senses, emotions, and enjoyment of 
pastoral settings (Bruwer & Alant, 2009; Carmichael, 2005; Mitchell et al., 2000; Peters, 
1997; Williams, 2006).  Wine tourists seek an experience that “is a complex interaction of 
natural setting, wine, food, cultural, and historical inputs and above all the people who 
service them” (Charters, 2006, p. 214).   
The Experience Economy 
Pine and Gilmore’s (1999) experience economy model (Figure 2) has stood out 
among the various applications of the experiential view of consumer behavior.  Their 
experience economy framework has been utilized to evaluate tourism products such as  
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Figure 2.  4Es in the Experience Economy (Pine & Gilmore, 1998, p. 102) 
heritage trails (Hayes & MacLeod, 2007), special events (Pullman & Gross, 2003), and 
cruise vacations (Hosnay & Witham, 2010).  Another study examined destination 
managers’perspectives on aspects of the experience economy in their tourism-dependent 
locations (Morgan, Elbe, & Curiel, 2009).  Still other scholars conceptualized 
implementation of tourism technology as a means to leverage the experience economy for 
tourists (Stamboulis & Skayannis, 2003).  Oh et al. (2007) operationalized the four realms of 
the experience economy framework by creating and testing a measurement scale within a bed 
and breakfast setting.  Gilmore and Pine themselves wrote a how-to for hoteliers and 
restaurateurs on staging experiences through operational design (2002).  Moreover, Williams 
(2006) offered a conceptual argument in support of tourism as the ideal experience economy 
example.  Using a guide developed by others, Pikkemaat et al. (2009) evaluated the 
experience economy concept of staging along the South Tyrol wine trail, whereas Ali-Knight 
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and Carlsen (2003) called for wineries to do more staging a la Pine and Gilmore (1999) by 
engaging the customer in greater novelty and sensory activities. 
At the core of the experience economy, its authors described the consumer experience 
as consisting of four realms (4Es): educational, escapist, esthetic, and entertainment.  These 
form quadrants that are positioned along two matrices of experience: the horizontally placed 
consumer participation (passive or active) and the vertically positioned consumer connection, 
(absorption or immersion) (Pine & Gilmore, 1998, 1999).   
Active participation is “where customers personally affect the performance or event 
that yields the experience,” and passive participation is “where customers do not directly 
affect or influence the performance” (Pine & Gilmore, 1999, p. 30).  Connecting consumers 
on a continuum of immersion or absorption, immersion is described as becoming physically 
or virtually part of the event or performance itself while absorption is engaging the attention 
of the consumer’s mind (Pine & Gilmore, 1999).  
Furthermore, Pine and Gilmore (1999) proposed that consumption experiences 
incorporating all four dimensions lead to stronger memories (Gilmore & Pine, 2002) and 
subsequent positive evaluations.  Memorable tourist experiences have been identified to be 
composed of positivity, engagement with others, and acquisition of new knowledge (Arnould 
& Price, 1993; Kim, 2010; Tung & Ritchie, 2011).  Positive evaluations such as satisfaction 
have long been examined in tourism literature seemingly unabated (Alegre & Cladera, 2009; 
Danaher & Arweiler, 1996; Eusebio & Vierira, 2011; Mendes, et al., 2010; Nowacki, 2008; 
Zabkar, Brencic, Dmitovic, 2010).  In particular the importance of satisfaction has been 
identified in wine tourism as positively affecting behavioral intentions (Charters, et al., 2009; 
Getz & Brown, 2006b; Mitchell & Hall, 2006; Sparks, 2006; Wargenau & Che, 2006).  
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Positive memories and overall satisfaction were measured in previous studies of related 
experiential constructs within tourism settings (Hosany & Witham, 2010; Kim, 2010; Oh et 
al, 2007; Tung & Ritchie, 2011).  
The Educational Element 
Educational experience as a motivator of wine tourists lends evidence that the 
experience economy model is appropriate for the wine tourism experience (Ali-Knight & 
Charters, 2001; Charters & Ali-Knight, 2000; Williams & Kelly, 2001).  Residing on the 
absorption and active participation quadrant, learning as a consumer motivation consistently 
materializes in the wine tourism research literature regardless of the demographics of gender, 
cohort (e.g., Boomers, Generations X or Y), or life cycle stage (Barber et al., 2008; Fountain 
& Charters, 2010; Getz & Carlsen, 2008).  Whereas repeat visitors to South African wineries 
scored learning as less of a reason than first-time visitors to the same wineries, it remained a 
top five motivating factor (Bruwer & Alant, 2009).  Personal development—enrichment as 
an aspect of growth—was demonstrated as one of three key factors in the wine tourism 
experience in a large, national Australian study (Sparks, 2007).  Galloway et al. (2008) found 
that higher-level sensation seekers rated learning as an even greater wine tourism inducement 
than did lower-level sensation seekers.  The wine tourism supply chain includes 
accommodations, culinary, festivals, and cultural and recreational activities—all of which 
may offer an educational component as well as entertainment (Carlsen, 2004; Mitchell & 
Hall, 2006; Park et al., 2008).  
The Entertainment Element 
As expressed by Pine and Gilmore (1999), entertainment falls more on the passive 
participation/absorption dimension of the model.  Whereas agricultural and viticultural 
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activities taking place within a winery, farm, and vineyard may be viewed and absorbed, 
cultural attractions and events conducted within wine destinations are collectively a 
considerable draw (Carmichael, 2005; Frochot, 2000; Williams & Kelly, 2001) that may 
augment the tourist’s entertainment experience.  The growth in wine and food festivals 
(Carlsen, 2004; Hede, 2008) is noticeable in the many themed “wine and . . .” festivals.  
Wine festivals and shows, central to the definition of wine tourism, provide “elements of the 
spectacular” (Axelsen & Swan, 2010, p. 437) to entertain attendees.  The connection of art, 
music, and heritage as entertainment within wine destinations is well documented (Charters, 
2006; Williams & Kelly, 2001).  Getz and Brown (2006b) proposed a model of the wine 
tourism product as the crossroads of the destination’s attributes, specifically the vineyards 
and wineries intersecting with the overall culture as part of “lots to see and do,” along with 
the entertainment of “unique accommodations and traditional wine villages” crossing with 
numerous “specialty shops” (p. 156).  Tours of vineyards and winemaking facilities with 
informative narration are another example of both the educational and entertainment 
dimensions.  Getz & Carlsen (2008) labeled the fun, informative, and social aspects of wine 
tourism as “edutainment” (p. 262), a term also used by Pine and Gilmore (1999) to describe 
the overlap of education and entertainment in their model (p. 31–32).  
The Esthetic Element 
Consumers passively participate in the esthetic experience, as with the entertainment 
experience, and are immersed in the experience as they are in the escapist realm.  The 
winescape reflects the esthetic motivation for the wine tourist and has proven to be 
fundamental for wine tourism (Alant & Bruwer, 2004; Bruwer & Alant, 2009; Carmichael, 
2005; Cohen & Ben-Nun, 2009; Peters, 1997; Williams, 2001).  Views of the world’s wine 
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regions are the subject of countless coffee table picture books and are illustrative of Urry’s 
(1995) central tenet of the tourist gaze.  “The gaze is directed to features of landscape and 
townscape which separate them off from everyday and routine experiences” (Urry, 1995, p. 
132), based on aesthetic judgments particularly of the rural environment.  Places are selected 
for the pleasure and uniqueness they offer that differs from modern, everyday urban or 
suburban life.  Much of prior wine tourism research studied excursionists, residents  from 
adjacent urban centers traveling to enjoy the bucolic calmness of wine country, or overnight 
tourists doing the same from their hotel in a nearby gateway city (Alant & Bruwer, 2004; 
Alonso et al., 2007; Barber et al., 2008; Getz & Brown, 2006b).   
The beauty of the winescape can be marred by development interests; therefore, 
sustainable growth has been identified as central to avoid erosion of the product’s esthetic 
(Colman, 2008; Poitras & Getz, 2006; Urry, 1995; Williams, 2001).  Indeed the term, 
countryside aesthetic, coined by Harrison in 1991 (as cited in Sharpley & Roberts, 2004) is 
fundamental to the preservation concerns discussed in rural wine tourism literature.  
Sustainability topics comprise a considerable portion of the wine tourism research, 
emphasizing the conservation of the rural esthetic as a vital component of the wine tourism 
experience (Carlsen, 2004; Gammack, 2006; Griffin & Loersch, 2007; Martin & Williams, 
2003).  Still other scholars argue that the evaluative consumption of wine, as takes place in a 
winery tasting room, has as much in common as that of consuming music and art (Charters & 
Pettigrew, 2005).  Although wine consumption as an aesthetic experience is arguable, tasting, 
enjoying, and purchasing wine have been identified as contributing to the motivations to visit 
a particular region (Brown & Getz, 2005; Charters et al., 2009; Johnson & Bruwer, 2007).   
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The Escapist Element 
Research about rural wine tourism motivations supports both the esthetic and escapist 
components within the model (Alant & Bruwer, 2004; Alonso et al., 2007; Barber et al., 
2008; Getz & Brown, 2006b).  While wine tourists may gaze at the wine region’s vineyard, 
they may also immerse themselves in wine country recreation, abundant in the natural, rural 
setting of wine regions.  It is the difference of place (Bruwer, 2003) that draws urbanites to 
the rural tourism experience and signifies the escapist realm.  Various rural wine destinations 
provide ample activities in which the tourist may be engrossed in activities ranging from hot 
air ballooning and helicopter rides to grape stomping and harvest volunteering.  Activities 
such as these are consistently rated high as reasons for wine tourism (Dodd & Bigotte, 1997; 
Fountain & Charters, 2010; Sparks, 2007).  This escapist construct is substantiated in the 
wine tourism literature with findings that confirm tourists desire more than just to visit 
wineries and taste wine (Beames, 2003; Charters & Ali-Knight, 2002; Cohen & Ben-Nun, 
2009).  Mitchell reported only 23.0% of New Zealand winery visitors identified tasting and 
buying wine as their main purpose for visiting the destination (as cited in Mitchell & Hall, 
2006).  The greater the number of activities offered within the wine destination, the greater 
the potential for customers to fully realize the escapist dimension on the active participation 
and immersive quadrant of the experience economy model.  In the experience economy, the 
wine tourist may not only gaze in delight at the winescape but also be improved, amused, and 
thoroughly absorbed in one holiday experience.  
Whereas studies exploring the 4Es in other tourism settings found each to be 
represented, the four realms were found to demonstrate differing strengths in effecting the 
tourist’s experience (Hosany & Witham, 2010; Oh et al., 2007).  Based on the literature 
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previously discussed, in the current study it is hypothesized that all 4Es—entertainment, 
educational, escapist, and esthetic experiences—are present in the LEWC tourist experience, 
and each will predict higher values on the dependent variables of intent to recommend or 
intent to return. 
H6a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
  escapist experience) will have a significant positive effect on intention to  
  recommend.  
 
H7a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
  escapist experience) will have a significant positive effect on intention to  
  return. 
 
Mediating Effect of the 4Es on Behavioral Intentions 
 Previous literature supports certain demographics, and tripographics will influence 
evaluations of visitors’ experience of the 4Es, and whereas, research into the tourism 
experience using the 4Es is nascent at best, there is suggestion that particular 4Es may play 
potential mediating roles.  Because of the exploratory nature, each of the 4Es will be 
included as potential mediators as statistical testing warrants.  This study’s findings will 
contribute to the fledging body of work in this research stream.  Because of the presence of 
these particular demographic or tripographics (independent) variables, the 4Es (mediators) 
will mediate the visitor’s behavioral intentions (outcome variables).  “Mediators explain how 
external physical events take on internal psychological significance” (Baron & Kenny, 1986, 
p. 1176).  This study explores if the 4Es mediate the effect of demographics and 
tripographics on the intentions of LEWC wine tourists.   
In addition to this study being the first to examine an American wine tourism 
experience using the experience economy model, it is the first to explore the relational 
influence of demographics and tripographics influence on the tourist experience of the 4Es.  
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The relationship of demographics and tourists’ 4E experience is investigated to understand 
mediation of the 4Es on tourists’ intentions given the predictor variables of age, gender, and 
household income given the following evidentiary support.  
As the literature indicates, female and younger wine tourists are more keenly 
motivated by the educational aspects of a winery experience than male and older wine 
tourists.  A recent national survey on travel found significant differences between 
Millennials, aged 18–29, and older Americans.  Millennials were more likely than older 
tourists to prefer to learn something new when traveling; moreover, the younger segment 
markedly showed a stronger expectation of destinations to offer “immersive experiences” 
that are also “fun and entertaining” (PGAV Destinations Consulting, 2011, p. 5), suggesting 
the importance of the esthetic, entertainment, and escapist realms to these tourists.  In 
contrast, older Americans are less likely to value interactive or immersive experiences 
(PGAV Destinations Consulting, 2011), suggesting they may fall more on the passive 
participation and absorption horizons of the experience economy model.  An entertainment 
event such as a music festival was shown to be a factor for Millennial wine tourists to return 
(Fountain & Charters, 2010).  Research on evaluations of travel Websites by 19–24 year-olds 
illustrated that the elements of esthetics and entertainment were significant positive 
predictors of the perceived character of the Web sites (Sigala, 2004).  Indeed, Wolf (1999) 
argued that the Internet has forced all businesses into entertainment.  For the younger wine 
tourist who has been weaned on the World Wide Web and other numerous entertainment 
vehicles (e.g., game consoles, mobile video), it is reasonable to expect the entertainment 
element to influence their future intentions.  
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For women entertainment has been shown to be twice as important, in comparison to 
men, as a motivating factor for them to return to a bar or nightlife experience (Moss, Parfitt, 
& Skinner, 2009).  Barlis-Arizon, Fraj-Andrés, and Matute-Vallejo’s (2010) typology of 
women travelers found that females travel to “live new experiences” (p. 11), pointing toward 
the escapist element in the experience economy.  In further support of this connection, female 
rural tourists in Pennsylvania were significantly more inclined to actively explore the rural 
and natural landscape than male rural tourists (Xie, Costa, & Morais, 2008).  Education has 
been identified as a specific motivation for female wine tourists (Charters & Ali-Knight, 
2000; Galloway et al., 2008).  Furthermore, female winery visitors ranked the esthetics of the 
winery atmosphere most important to their experience followed by presentation and quality 
of food and wine (Fraser, Alonso, & Cohen, 2008).  
Income has long been acknowledged as a travel behavior constraint (Sirakaya & 
Woodside, 2005).  Logically, a higher household income provides for greater discretionary 
spending, and, therefore, higher earners are more able to spend on their wine tourism 
destination choices and to be able to more fully immerse themselves (i.e., stay longer, 
participate in more activities, etc.) in the wine tourist experience.  Nature-based tourists 
motivated by physical participation in activities and learning experiences were more likely to 
have higher incomes than those who preferred appreciating architecture and visiting 
museums (Mehmetoglu, 2007).  Household income was found to significantly predict the 
indulgence aspects of the wine tourist experience (Galloway et al., 2008).  This indulgence 
may manifest itself in a hedonic, experiential consumption model such as the 4Es, and 
potentially mediate behavioral intentions.  As the present study is exploratory and prior 
research suggests support for some of the 4Es to mediate between wine tourists intentions 
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and several demographics, all 4Es will be investigated to provide insights for future research.  
Thus the 4Es may mediate between the demographic variables of age, gender, and income 
and behavioral intentions:  
H8a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] 
 escapist] experience) will each positively mediate age and intention to 
 recommend.  
 
H9a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
 escapist experience) will each positively mediate age and intention to 
 return. 
 
H10a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
  escapist experience) will each positively mediate gender and   
  intention to recommend.  
 
H11a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
  escapist experience) will each positively mediate gender and   
  intention to return. 
 
H12a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
  escapist experience) will each positively mediate household income  
  and intention to recommend.  
 
H13a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
  escapist experience) will each positively mediate household income  
  and intention to return. 
 
Similarly, the 4Es may mediate between certain tripographics and tourist’s intentions.  
For instance, the longer the stay in the destination, the more likely tourists may avail 
themselves to more individual tourism activities that may fall in each of the 4E realms.  A 
day-tripper, who drives in, visits one or two wineries then leaves, may not have sufficient 
opportunity to embrace each of the 4Es, particularly if the experiential realms are scattered 
across the tourism supply chain.  As this study is exploratory, the particular tripographics of 
interest for the LEWC that are most appropriate to understanding the 4Es of tourist 
experience are: length of stay, activity level, and past visit (repeat visit or first-time). 
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Most literature investigating tourists’ length of stay has sought to explain causes of 
the duration and to assess the economic benefits to the destination (Barros, Butler, & Corriea, 
2010; Oh & Schuett, 2010).  Few examined the effect of the length of stay on the tourist’s 
experience, with the exception of Neal’s (2003) study that confirmed the longer the stay, the 
greater the overall satisfaction levels of tourists.  Study findings showed indications of strong 
intentions to return associated with length of stay in rural Istria (Boskovic, Saftic, & Poropat, 
2010).  Barros & Machado (2010) found the attributes of the Madeira wine region led to 
increased lengths of stay and concluded that the longer the stay, the more likely tourists were 
to consume greater quantities of wine and evaluate the destination more highly.  The greater 
a tourist’s length of stay, the greater the number of opportunities afforded to consume more 
services and activities. 
Studies examining various special-interest tourism segments (e.g., rail-trail, fishing), 
of which wine tourism is one, have demonstrated that the number of activities participated in 
while visiting a region informs the tourist’s experience (Oh & Schuett, 2010; Spencer, 2010).  
In New Zealand, tourists who participated in five or more activities reported higher levels of 
positive trip evaluations than those who engaged in fewer than five (Danaher & Arweiler, 
1996).  Furthermore, participation by seniors in an average of 6.6 activities while traveling 
was positively and significantly related to satisfying travel experiences (Wei & Millman, 
2002).  
Familiarity and the search for new experiences are among the reasons tourists give for 
returning to a destination (Gitelson & Crompton, 1984; Milman & Pizam, 1995).  The 
research by Weaver and colleagues (2007) on the number of previous visits and trip 
characteristics revealed “the need to consider previous travel experience and trip-related 
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variables and to determine what variables work together or against each other and how they 
affect destination evaluation variables differently” (p. 342).  A study of small Texas tourist 
destinations found word-of-mouth, quality dining, and visitor residential distance from the 
communities as the top three predictors of identifying a repeat visitor (Tiefenbacher, Day, & 
Walton, 2000).  Bruwer and Alant (2009) established that the experiences of first-timer and 
repeater South African wine tourists varied across a number of factors such as trip purpose, 
activities consumed, and evaluation of the winescape.   
These findings suggest that elements of the 4Es may mediate certain trip 
characteristics based on previous experiences.  As this aspect of the study is exploratory, all 
the 4Es will be included to test for mediation of the following tripographics: length of stay, 
activity level, and past visit (first-time or repeat visit).  Research into the tourism experience 
using the 4Es is in its early stages; therefore, these hypotheses are exploratory and seek to 
contribute to the fledging body of work in this research stream. 
H14a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
  escapist experience) will each positively mediate length of stay and  
  intention to recommend.  
 
H15a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
  escapist experience) will each positively mediate length of stay and  
  intention to return. 
 
H16a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
  escapist experience) will each positively mediate activity level and  
  intention to recommend.  
 
H17a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
  escapist experience) will each positively mediate activity level and  
  intention to return. 
 
H18a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
  escapist experience) will each positively mediate past visit history  
  and intention to recommend.  
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H19a-d: The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d]  
  escapist experience) will each positively mediate past visit history  
  and intention to return. 
 
Stakeholder Assessment of the 4Es 
This study seeks to determine if the perspective of two major stakeholder groups—
visitors and tourism suppliers—align according to the 4Es of the experience economy as 
follows.  Pine and Gilmore’s (1999) model emphasizes the “delivery-focused” and staged 
efforts of businesses to organize and sell optimal experiences for consumers through the 4Es.  
The design and delivery of visitor-centric experiences have been identified as contributing to 
well-received tourism products (Pullman & Gross, 2004; Zomerdijk & Voss, 2010).  If 
designed to deliver a well-conceived wine tourism experience, the perception of LEWC 
suppliers and visitors should not differ widely.  Oh et al. (2007) found bed and breakfast 
operators’ investment priorities served to validate their findings regarding the visitors’ 
perceptions of the 4Es discovering alignment between the two groups on the esthetic 
element.  Neither this seminal work nor the other few studies examining the experience 
economy in tourism, however, have investigated cohesion among these two stakeholders’ 
perceptions of the 4E offerings.   
The relationship between tourist (LEWC visitor) and host (LEWC business) has been 
described as unequal and unbalanced (Wall & Mathieson, 2006).  Additionally a “major issue 
for a rural tourism destination is the dominance of small and medium-sized business . . . 
[which have] low engagement in wider destination development strategies” (Haven-Tang & 
Jones, 2010, p. 166).  As such, rural destinations marketers and businesses are challenged to 
identify how to differentiate and best compete (Haven-Tang & Jones, 2010).  Using social 
exchange and stakeholder theories, rural tourists were found to have differing perceptions 
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from rural tourism entrepreneurs with regard to the positive and negative impacts of tourism 
development (Byrd et al., 2008) but not the overall tourism experience.  In regards to the 
experience economy specifically, Morgan (2010) called for future tourism research to 
understand and then accentuate the elements of the overall experience valued by customers, 
as well as the effect of the setting on the visitor experience.  Ritchie & Crouch (2003) 
asserted that destination stakeholders must share a common vision to create a “landscape of 
experience -- experiencescapes” (O’Dell, 2005, p. 16).  By comparing the perceptions of two 
LEWC stakeholder groups, tourists and businesses, destination managers can ascertain if 
they share a common vision, in part or whole, along the lines of the 4Es.   
This initial investigation is exploratory and may serve as a a foundational comparison 
from which gaps between the LEWC tourist’s experience and the destination’s product 
offering may be identified and subsequently, remedies sought.  These findings will contribute 
to stakeholder theory related to rural tourism as it requires both participation of key 
stakeholders and, taken together, adds to stakeholder management practice. 
H20a-d: Significant differences will be found between visitors’ perceived 4E  
experiences ([a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist) and 
the reported 4E design priorities ([a] educational, [b] esthetic, [c] 
entertainment, [d] escapist) of tourism business suppliers. 
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CHAPTER 3.  METHODS 
This chapter presents the research methods used in the present study and discusses the 
following: (a) sample populations and data collection procedures, (b) instrument and survey 
preparation, and (c) data analysis methods.  A cross-sectional survey design was employed 
using separate questionnaires to tap responses of tourists and businesses, respectively.  The 
present chapter focuses on the methods used to: 
1. capture tourists’ experience of the 4Es in this specific tourism setting; 
2. examine the 4Es in relation to tourists’ behavioral intentions;  
3. determine if demographics or trip characteristics affect those intentions; and  
4. explore the mediating affect of the 4Es between demographics and or 
tripographics on tourists’ intentions.  
Furthermore, the chapter explicates the methods used to measure the use of the 4Es 
by LEWC tourism suppliers’ in designing customer experiences and suppliers’ perception of 
the overall destination’s 4E experience.  The data gathered from these two surveys were used 
to compare the visitors’ experience to the behaviors of the suppliers along the four 
dimensions of the experience economy.  In addition, the chapter also describes the methods 
employed to ascertain the wine tourism business suppliers’ perceived challenges to 
developing a successful rural wine tourism product. 
Sample Populations and Data Collection Procedures 
Qualtrics electronic survey software was used to present the two respective surveys to 
both sample populations of the Lake Erie Wine Country (visitors and business owners) and to 
collect the raw data.  Lake Erie Wine Country is the name of the official Chautauqua-Lake 
Erie Wine Trail marketing organization that promotes travel to the destination and the 
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individual businesses of its members.  Wine Trail business membership is offered to winery 
operators, is voluntary and requires a membership fee; allied memberships are offered for a 
fee to all other local tourism businesses (e.g., car and limousine services, restaurants, retail, 
galleries).  The Trail maintains a database of consumers who opt into its web site for the 
purposes of sending Trail marketing promotions and electronic newsletters about events and 
specials.  The Trail also maintains contact information for all current and previous members.  
To promote awareness of the research and to encourage participation by both 
populations, a press release was written and approved by the Iowa State College of Human 
Sciences Communications staff for distribution to Lake Erie area media.  The aim of the 
press release was to enhance awareness and credibility of the research to the populations 
being studied.  The release generated news reports in two local weekly newspapers (The 
Westfield Republican, Westfield, NY  and The North East Journal-News, North East, PA) 
and two regional daily newspapers (The Dunkirk Observer, Jamestown, NY and The Erie 
Times-News, Erie, PA) during the data gathering period. 
Visitor Sample 
An invitation to participate in the electronic survey was sent directly to 3,518 emails 
in the Lake Erie Wine Country consumer database and 6,215 emails of the Chautauqua 
County Visitor Bureau consumer list by the respective entity.  Each organization sent the 
email invitation and survey link using Constant Contact software during the first week of 
July 2011.  Thirty-two recipients opted out of receiving future emails.  While membership in 
either database does not presume travel to the destination, it increases the recipients’ 
likelihood of confirming a visit to the area in the survey.  An additional 257 email addresses 
were collected by winery staff at three separate concerts held at a winery the second, third, 
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and fourth weekends in July and survey invitations were sent directly to this list by the 
researcher via email.  A survey link was also posted on the home page of the LEWC website.  
This convenience sampling technique was justifiable as the population being examined 
requires individuals to have visited the destination.  As incentives, visitors were offered the 
option to enter a drawing for a range of gift certificates donated by several Wine Trail 
businesses ranging in value from $15 to $220.  Participant entry in the drawing cannot be 
determined from individual survey responses as selected using the Qualtrics optional settings.  
Business Owner Sample  
An electronic survey invitation was sent directly to business members within the 
region beginning June 22, 2011.  The board of directors of four local tourism organizations 
agreed to provide their proprietary email lists with permission for the sole purpose of this 
study.  This combined panel included 68 business members of the Wine Trail; 95 tourism and 
hospitality members of the City of Erie Convention and Visitors Bureau (VisitErie), 111 
members of the North East [PA] Chamber of Commerce, and another 255 business contacts 
of the Chautauqua County Visitor Bureau (CCVB).  Recognizing that multiple memberships 
across organizations may exist, duplicate emails were identified and eliminated for a total of 
529 contacts directly emailed by the researcher.   
A three-pronged contact strategy (Dillman, 2009) was implemented for increasing 
responses from the business owner sample.  The strategy consisted of communication of 
support from the leadership of the organizations in which the business owners are members, 
via organizational communication (i.e., board meetings, member newsletters, direct emails), 
an email invitation and email reminders from the researcher, and a follow-up phone call from 
the researcher or research assistant which was secured through funds provided by the 
44 
 
NESARE grant.  These efforts were supplemented by the press coverage.  As an incentive, 
participating business members were offered a copy of the study’s results.  The researcher 
visited key business providers, twenty-three wineries, and presented at board meetings of the 
four community organizations to encourage participation.  Phone calls were placed to all 
businesses by the researcher and grant assistant over the course of two months to remind 
business owners about the survey and to answer any questions that potential participants had. 
Additional invitations were sent to grape farmers by the Lake Erie Regional Grape 
Research Laboratory (LERGRL) a joint cooperative extension and agricultural research 
laboratory between Cornell and Pennsylvania State Universities and a business survey link 
placed on the LERGRL web site.  The researcher attended a LERGRL grape farmer 
conference in August 2011 to collect surveys in person via a lap top allowing business 
owners to complete the survey, anonymously through the web site link; thus resulting in 50 
potential respondents for a total of 579 in the business sampling frame through a September 
1, 2011 close of survey date. 
Instruments and Survey Preparation 
Two separate instruments for data collection were prepared for this study.  The first 
section focuses on the Lake Erie Wine Country Visitor Survey; the second section focuses on 
the Lake Erie Wine Country Business Survey.  
Visitor Instrument 
Demographics of interest measured included gender (male or female) and age (by 
requesting the participant’s actual year of birth).  Combined annual household income was 
measured with 10 increments of US$15,000 beginning with $30,000 or less and ending with 
$150,000 or more.  The visitor’s home residency was collected through zip or postal code.  
45 
 
The individual’s highest degree completed was measured with six choices from high 
school/GED to doctoral degree.  
Key tripographics included recency of latest trip and the number of previous visits to 
LEWC.  Two trip purpose segments, leisure and business, were identified; each segment was 
further refined into seven choices.  Length of stay was a key trip characteristic that 
determined, among other things, whether or not a visitor was an excursionist (day-tripper) or 
an overnight tourist.  The questionnaire asked how many nights the visitor stayed in the area 
with options ranging from zero (excursionist) to five or more, and the number and type of 
activities engaged in during the trip were ascertained using 12 options (e.g., museum visits; 
recreational activities) adapted from other studies to reflect the characteristics of the Lake 
Erie Wine Country (Brown et al., 2006; Bruwer & Alant, 2009; Charters & Ali-Knight, 2002; 
Galloway et al., 2008; Getz & Brown, 2006b; Getz et al., 2008; Hashimoto & Telfer, 2003; 
Park, Reisinger, & Kang, 2008; Sparks, 2007; Tassiopoulos et al., 2004; Taylor et al., 2004).   
The visitors’ behavioral intentions were measured with six items: three pertaining to 
intent to return and three pertaining to intent to recommend.  The items were rated on a 
7-point Likert-type scale with anchors of 1 (very unlikely) and 7 (very likely).  The third item 
was reverse coded and transformed so it was oriented in the same direction as the other two 
prior to performing any statistical analysis.  The measures were similar to those used by 
Baker and Crompton (2000); Brady, Cronin, and Brand (2002); Chen and Tsai (2007); and 
Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman (1996). 
The section of the visitor questionnaire assessing the experience economy (4Es) was 
an adaptation of the measurement instrument developed and tested by Oh et al. (2007) in a 
rural bed and breakfast setting.  Using the multi-step process suggested by Dillman (2009), 
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experts in tourism, hospitality, and consumer behavior reviewed the instrument—adapted for 
a wine tourism setting—for face validity.  Subsequently, it was pilot tested with 37 
hospitality and tourism graduate students who received a virtual tour of the LEWC along 
with an inventory of tourism activities offered in the destination.  Changes to wording in the 
demographic and trip characteristics were made to improve face validity based on this 
feedback.  See Appendix A for the resulting visitor survey items used in this study.  The four 
independent variables of the experience economy were measured using a 16-item 
measurement scale, with four items for each of the four experiential elements.  Oh et al. 
(2007) found that each of the four scales had Cronbach’s alpha coefficients above .70: alpha 
= .95 for entertainment, alpha = .94 for educational, alpha = .85 for escapist, and alpha = .77 
for esthetics.  This original scale was successfully adapted and implemented (Hosnay & 
Witham, 2010) in a cruise environment; after this subsequent study’s analysis of the factor 
loadings from its CFA, the scale was reduced to 14 items.  This measurement model resulted 
in goodness-of-fit indices of GFI = .91, NNFI = .93, CFI =.95, and RMSEA = .07 indicating 
the four realms were represented in the touristic-cruise setting studied by Hosnay & Witham, 
2010.  
Business Owner Instrument  
To ascertain business proprietors’ investment priorities within the conceptual 
framework of the experience economy, the previously published survey developed in 
conjunction with Oh and authors’ 2007 bed-and-breakfast study was adapted.  The 16-item 
scale measuring the individual business design of a tourism provider along the lines of the 
4Es used a 7-point Likert-type scale with anchors of does not reflect my business strategy at 
all as 1 and fully reflects my business strategy as 7.  A 12-item scale measured if tourism 
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suppliers perceived the 4Es to exist in the overall destination.  These data were collected 
using a 7-point Likert-type scale with anchors of strongly disagree as 1 and strongly agree as 
7.  The business survey was vetted by experts in tourism, hospitality, and consumer behavior 
prior to being pilot tested with three winery owners, three bed-and-breakfast proprietors, and 
two restaurant managers in the eastern Pennsylvania rural tourism destination of the Pocono 
Mountains.  Changes to wording were made for clarity.  See Appendix B for items in the 
Business Owner Survey. 
 The fourth measurement scale was constructed to assess business owners’ perceptions 
regarding the important issues necessary to developing a successful wine tourism destination.  
These 17 items were culled from copious rural and wine tourism literature that identified 
stakeholder perceptions with regard to the challenges and needs for tourism development, 
sustainability, and economic viability (Beames, 2003; Boyne et al., 2003; Byrd et al., 2009; 
Colman, 2008; Gammack, 2006; Hall et al., 2005; Hede, 2008; Jayawardena et al., 2008; 
Poitras & Getz, 2006; Stewart et al., 2008).  Lake Erie Wine Country business owners were 
asked to evaluate the importance of these topics to successful wine tourism development.  
The items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale with 1 being not important at all to 7 being 
extremely important.  In addition, an open-ended question was posed asking business 
operators to identify the currently existing challenges to successful wine tourism 
development.  See Appendix B for these items. 
Data Analysis Methods 
 Several statistical techniques were employed to analyze the data collected through the 
two instruments.  All statistical testing was performed using statistical software Stata 12.0.  
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The LEWC Tourist (Demographics and Tripographics): Tests for H1-H5 
To ascertain the personal characteristics of the typical LEWC tourist, frequencies and 
means for the demographic variables of age, gender, income, education, and place of origin 
were calculated.  To further support the initial hypothesis in addition to the means and 
proportions, their corresponding confidence intervals of reported ages, household incomes, 
and educational levels were examined.  
A multiple regression model was used to test if the identified demographic variables 
(i.e., age, gender, income, education, and place of origin) affected visitors’ intentions to 
recommend and to return, as established by the confirmatory factor analysis described in the 
next section and as defined in Hypotheses 2a-e and 3a-e.  Prior to testing the demographic 
variables in a multiple regression model, multicollinearity was addressed by testing for 
appropriate variance inflation factors (VIF) and Tolerance (Hair et al., 2010; Neter, Kutner, 
Nachtsheim, & Wasserman, 1996).  The results of these tests, reported in Chapter 4, 
indicated no implications of multicollinearity and were well within the recommended 
thresholds for VIF and Tolerance measures.  
To ascertain the typical trip characteristic of LEWC tourists, frequencies and means 
for the tripographics recency of last visit, trip purpose, number of overnights, previous 
number of visits (visit history) were calculated.  A multiple regression model was conducted 
to ascertain the effect of tripographics (i.e., leisure purpose, number of overnights, visit 
history) on behavioral intentions.  Prior to testing the tripographic variables in a multiple 
regression model, the same tests used for checking multicollinearity were used in this model.  
The results of these tests, reported in Chapter 4, indicated no implications of multicollinearity 
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and were well within the recommended thresholds for VIF and Tolerance measures.  All 
statistical tests were performed using Stata 12.0. 
Confirmatory Factor Analyses 
 
To test the central hypotheses in this study about the experiential aspects of wine 
tourism (H6 - H20), confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were used to ascertain the construct 
validity and reliability of the essential multi-item measurement scales before testing the 
study’s hypotheses.  In addition to the 4E scales previously described, scales also captured: 
(1) visitors’ behavioral intentions (recommend and return) along with consequence variables 
to measure nomological validity (memories and satisfaction), (2) tourism suppliers’ design 
and investment priorities of the 4Es and (3) capture tourism suppliers’ perceived delivery of 
the 4Es across the wider destination beyond their own behaviors and actions.  The 
measurement scales for the Business Owner Survey is more fully discussed on page 81.  
Based on the previous empirical research and experience economy theory establishing 
the a priori relational pattern of the 4Es, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was employed 
to empirically test the underlying factor structure of the 4Es in the Lake Erie wine tourism 
experience of visitors.  The present study used measurement model statistical tests and fit 
indices consistent with those employed by Oh et al. (2007) and Hosany and Witham (2010) 
in two other 4E-related tourism studies.  Ping (2003) supported the use of these types of 
measures when the resulting data were to be used in regression techniques.  “The four model 
fit statistics most commonly used today” (Thompson, 2004, p. 126)—namely X2 goodness-
of-fit statistic, comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA), and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), also referred to as NNFI (Schreiber, Nora, Stage, 
Barlow, & King, 2006)—were used.  Reliability was measured using a coefficient alpha of 
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.70 or greater criterion (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) for each scale.  Average variance 
extracted (AVE) estimates were used to assess unidimensionality.  AVEs were also used in 
comparison to the squared multiple correlations to assess discriminant validity (Bagozzi & 
Yi, 1988; Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  Additionally, discriminant validity was tested by 
examining the confidence intervals of correlations to see if they include 1.0 (Anderson & 
Gerbing, 1988).  Convergent validity was assessed by examining factor loading levels, 
statistical significance, and squared multiple correlations (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; 
Bagozzi & Yi, 1998).  Additionally, AVE estimates above .50 assisted in ascertaining 
convergent validity (Ping, 2003).  
A CFA was used to empirically test the design and investment priorities of the 
tourism business operators along the four experiential constructs according to the theoretical 
foundation of the 4E consumption patterns of tourists within the previous studies (Oh et al., 
2007; Hosany & Witham, 2010).  The original experience economy measurement of tourism 
study by Oh et al. (2007) used this type of operator’s scale to support face validity of the 
visitor’s model and provided directional support for this adaptation.  The measures of 
reliability and validity for the CFAs of the two business samples replicated the four 
employed in the visitor survey; the measures conformed to the generally accepted level of fit 
employed in factor analyses (Hair et al, 2010; Thompson, 2004).  The results of the present 
factor analyses, as one form of multivariate statistical analysis, were used in linear regression 
and analysis of variance to test the current study’s hypotheses.  The business operators’ 
perceived evaluations of the 4Es within the destination did not result in a sufficient 
measurement model, using the above reference four fit indices, and therefore hypotheses 
involving these constructs were evaluated using the selected surrogate variables (Hair et al., 
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2010) derived from the implemented scale.  These surrogate variables were used to explore 
the supply-side of the tourism experience.   
Differences in Visitor Experiences: Tests for H6-H19 
 
Hypotheses H6-H19 investigated the nature of the relationship among demographic 
or tripographics, the 4Es, and the visitor’s intention to recommend or return.  These involved 
a series of multiple regression models that measured:  
1. the effect of the 4Es on intentions (H6a-d and H7a-d); 
2. the mediating effect of the 4Es on the relationships between demographics (i.e., 
age, gender, income) and intentions (H8a-d and H9a-d); and 
3. the mediating effect of the 4Es on the relationships between tripographics (i.e., 
length of stay, activity, past visit history) and intentions (H10a-d and H11a-d).  
Similarly, the mediation of demographic variables (i.e., age, gender, income) and 
tripographics (i.e., length of stay, activity level, and past visit history) by the 4Es employed 
multiple linear regression according to Baron and Kenny’s widely cited guidelines (1986).  
This approach permitted consistent treatment in examining model predictor and mediator 
variables regardless if either variable is categorical or continuous in nature (Frazer, Tix, & 
Barron, 2004). 
Difference between Visitor and Business Owner Priorities: Test for H20 
The resulting means and standard deviations of each of the 4Es within each 
stakeholder group were examined for statistically significant differences between the 4Es as 
experienced by visitors and the 4Es as priorities of the tourism businesses.  As the visitor 
sample was 6.7 times larger than the business sample, it suggests one-way multivariate 
analysis of variance (MANOVA) and subsequent one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
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tests were not suitable to test for these differences (Hair et al., 2010).  Because visitors’ 
levels of importance for each of the 4Es differed as detailed in the next chapter, four separate 
Welch’s two-sample tests for differences in means were conducted to investigate disparities 
among the two stakeholder groups as to the importance of any one particular experiential 
element.  This was the first time that research compared the activities of suppliers with regard 
to delivering each of the 4Es and the perceived consumption of the 4Es by tourists. 
Perceptions of Varying Tourism Business Suppliers 
In addition to testing differences between visitors and suppliers, the research explored 
the differences between the priorities of the businesses and their perception of the overall 
product within the experience economy framework.  Four individual paired sample Student T 
tests were employed to explore the differences between suppliers’ 4E design priorities versus 
their 4E perceptions of the overall destination. 
The present study expanded the identification of wine tourism stakeholders in the 
Lake Erie wine destination to include winery owners, farmers, lodging and recreation 
providers, cultural attraction operators, restaurant, retail, and other tourism business 
suppliers.  These further stakeholder groups were used to investigate differences in issues of 
importance for successful tourism development.  Given the small rural nature of the business 
community in Lake Erie Wine Country, the businesses were divided into four groups: (a) 
winery owners and farmers, (b) lodging providers, (c) restaurants and retailers, and (d) 
attractions (including recreation and cultural sites) to help ensure sufficient numbers of 
observations to conduct one-way, between-subjects ANOVAs.  Appropriate post hoc analysis 
of means was performed based on the initial ANOVA results (Hancock & Mueller, 2010).  
Stakeholder collaboration has been found to be dependent on mutual understanding and 
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access to information (Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Gray, 1989); therefore assessing these 
differences may be the first step toward collaboration in this initial, exploratory study of the 
Lake Erie rural wine tourism destination. 
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CHAPTER 4.  RESULTS 
This chapter reports the results of the study including demographic characteristics of 
the two samples, descriptive statistics for the research variables, and results of the hypotheses 
tests.  It provides an analysis of the results along with a summary of the supported, partially 
supported, and unsupported hypotheses.  Statistical analyses were conducted using Stata 12.0 
statistical software.  
Description of Visitor Sample 
A total of 1,065 electronic survey responses were received.  Surveys without answers 
to the first question (When was your most recent visit to Lake Erie Wine Country?), which 
confirmed the respondents had visited the region, were deleted resulting in 970 useable 
surveys.  The completion rate of the individual survey questions ranged from 80.3% to 
99.5%, with 100% completion for three questions (forced-response questions without filters).  
Research continues to refine the anticipated response rates to electronic surveys; a recent 
meta-analysis indicated “web surveys yield an 11% lower response rate compared to other 
modes” (Manfreda, Bosnjak, Berzelak, Hass, & Vehovar, 2008, p. 79).  The Wine Trail and 
CCVB reported a combined open rate (the number of emails regarding the survey that were 
actually opened by the recipients) of 39.5%.  This rate exceeds the reported industry average 
for Travel and Tourism businesses of 15.5% by the email service employed by both 
participating organizations (Constant Contact, n.d.).  With the 970 total usable surveys, the 
response rate for all those contacted (including collected emails) was 9.7%, permitting a 95% 
confidence level (Creswell, 2008) using a population of approximately 10,000 potential 
visitors from the database sample described in Chapter 3 (page 42).  
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Visitors 
Table 4.1 presents the demographic characteristics of the consumer respondents.  A 
majority of the participants were female (72.5%), and most have had some college education 
(87.0%).  The most frequent level of education was an earned bachelor degree.  The average 
age of the sample was 40.8 years with a majority (58.5%) over 55 years of age.  Using the 
chronologic boundaries advanced by Howe and Strauss (2000), the generational composition 
of the sample was 14.4% Millennial (also known as Gen Y, Echo Boomers, or Gen Next); 
51.6% Gen X; 23.0% Baby Boomer; and 11.1% Silent, over 66 years of age.  Two-fifths of 
the sample reported income ranging between $60,000 (US) to just under $105,000.  Slightly 
over one in four reported income below $60,000, and 14.4% identified household income 
between $115,000 to over $165,000.  
Respondents’ place of origin was grouped by U.S. state of residence, and a binary 
variable was created for in-state and out-of-state residents similar to previous demographic 
analysis of wine tourists (Evans et al., 2008; Mitchell & Hall, 2006).  In-state residency was 
defined as zip codes located in either New York or Pennsylvania given the Trail 
geographically spans both states.  Dispersion of the visitors’ U.S. zip codes is illustrated in 
Figure 4.  (A map detailing the dispersion of visitors within the immediate tri-state area of 
New York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio may be found in Appendix C.)  Additional demographic 
characteristics show that 19.0% of the sample was single and 82.0% was married or 
partnered.  While 27.6% reported not to have children, of the remaining 73.0% that did have 
children, 20.0% of those children were under 18 years of age.  
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Table 4.1 
Demographic Characteristics of the Consumer Respondents 
Demographic characteristics Frequency Percentage 
    
Gender (n = 898)    
 Female        651        72.5% 
 Male        247           27.5% 
    
Age in years (n = 876) 18–29 (Millennial)        139      14.4% 
 30–46 (Gen X)        497      51.6% 
 47–65 (Boomer)        222      23.0% 
 Over 66 (Silent)        106      11.1% 
    
Education (n = 884)    
 High school        115          13.0% 
 Some college        173          19.6% 
 Associate degree        125          14.1% 
 Bachelor degree        294          33.3% 
 Masters degree        143      16.2% 
 Doctoral degree (Ph.D., JD., M.D.)          34        3.8% 
    
    
   Household income (n = 780)   
 Less than $30,000          42          5.4% 
 $30,000–44,999        107          13.7% 
 $45,000–59,999        105       13.4% 
 $60,000–74,999        115          14.7% 
 $75,000–89,999        129          16.5% 
 $90,000–104,999        142         18.2% 
 $105,000–119,999          40            5.1% 
 $120,000–134,999          27            3.5% 
 $135,000–149,999          26            3.3% 
 More than $150,000          47           6.0% 
    
   In-State (n = 745) NY or PA residency        563      75.6% 
 Other US state residency        182      24.4% 
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Figure 3.  Distribution of LEWC visitor residency 
Descriptions of the sample’s tripographics are presented in Table 4.2.  The largest 
group of respondents (46.0%) visited within three months of completing the survey, with a 
total of 84.5% having visited Wine Country within the year.  Nearly all the respondents 
arrived for a type of leisure purpose centered on a wine tourism activity such as visiting a 
winery (40.0%) or attending a special event (21.0%).  The third and fourth most popular 
reasons included a traditional vacation and visiting friends and relatives (VFR), at 16.8% and 
15.2%, respectively.  The majority of visitors (56.2%) spent at least one night in the region 
and nearly 43.0% did not.  The most frequent length of stay was two nights (18.6%), 
followed by four or more nights at 15.7% and a single overnight at 15.4% of respondents.  
Nearly 41.0% of respondents had visited LEWC six or more times prior to their most recent  
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Table 4.2  
Tripographic Characteristics of the Visitor Sample 
 
Tripographic characteristics Frequency Percentage 
    
Time of last visit (n = 970)    
 Within last 3 months         446               45.98% 
 Within last 6 months         142               14.64% 
 Within last 12 months         235               24.23% 
 Over a year ago         147               15.15% 
    
Trip purpose (n = 970)    
 Leisure         942               97.11% 
 Business           28                  2.89% 
    
    
Type of leisure (n = 937)    
 Visit winery         390        40.2% 
 Special event in LEWC         204        21.0% 
 Vacation         147        16.8% 
 Visit friends & relatives         163        15.2% 
 Other leisure type           33          3.4% 
    
No. of overnights (n = 970)    
 None–daytrip         415              42.8% 
 One night         149             15.4% 
 Two nights         180              18.6% 
 Three nights           74                 7.6% 
 Four or more nights         152             15.7% 
    
  Visit history (n = 879)    
 First time visitor         148        16.8% 
 Previous number of visits   
   One           87          9.9% 
   Two           88        10.0% 
   Three         100        11.4% 
   Four           64          7.3% 
   Five           36          4.1% 
   Six or more         356        40.5% 
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visit and 82.0% visited at least once or more prior to the most recent trip.  Close to 17.0% of 
the respondents reported it was their first trip to the Wine Trail.   
Additional data collected included travel party size, purchased products, and choice 
of accommodations.  For 80.0% of the sample, the Lake Erie Wine Country was the final 
destination with 20.0% en route to another destination, including the two major cities in 
either direction of the Trail, Buffalo, NY and Erie, PA.  Noteworthy among those en route 
elsewhere were visitors on their way to events such as professional racing located to the 
north and west of the Trail in New York, and parents visiting prospective colleges with 
children or sports tournaments for children.  Among the over 550 visitors who stayed 
overnight, nearly half selected a traditional hotel or motel for lodging.  Bed and breakfasts 
(18.3%) or friends and family (15.6%) were the second and third most frequented 
accommodations, respectively, while 10.0% resided at either their second home or on the 
Chautauqua Institution grounds.  Six percent of visitors chose campgrounds as their 
overnight option. 
The sample averaged 21 total activities per visit.  The types of activities included 
visiting wineries, dining, participating in recreational activities, and visiting cultural and 
retail establishments.  Table 4.3 identifies the frequencies of the various types of activities 
engaged in when visiting Lake Erie Wine Country.  Additional information regarding 
visitors’ trip behaviors not directly used in the present study was also collected.  The average 
number of items purchased on the trip (not related to transportation, lodging, or dining) was 
two, with purchases of wine for self consumption accounting for 47.7% of these purchases; 
wine for gifts to others equaling 27.3%; and souvenirs, art, and crafts totaling nearly 20.0% 
of the items purchased. 
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Table 4.3  
Visitor Activities by Type 
Visitor activities by type Frequency Percent 
Visit NY wineries             890            91.8% 
Visit PA wineries             853            87.9% 
Dine in restaurant             881            90.8% 
Visit farm stand             779            80.3% 
Visit retail shops             777            80.1% 
Attend festival or event             756            77.9% 
Visit Lake Erie             741            76.4% 
Visit Chautauqua Institution             724            74.6% 
Visit public lands or parks             728            75.1% 
Visit art galleries             720            74.2% 
Sports activities             715            73.7% 
Visit non-grape farm             702            72.4% 
Other activities             300            30.9% 
 
The survey inquired what information sources visitors consulted for their most recent 
trip to Lake Erie Wine Country.  On average, approximately two sources were consulted  
(M = 2.3).  The Internet was the most frequent resource consulted followed by friends and 
family.  It is no surprise that a direct promotional message was the third most frequently 
identified information source, because the convenience sample used in the study was drawn 
from the Wine Trail’s and CCVB’s consumer database.  Table 4.4 provides frequencies and 
the percentages of total information sources used.  
Descriptive Statistics of Research Variables 
 The data were examined for normal distribution by conducting graphical tests and 
reviewing the skewness and kurtosis for the research variables (Hair et al., 2010).  This  
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Table 4.4 
Information Sources used in Trip Planning 
Source Frequency Percent 
Internet             569           28.0% 
Friends & family             333           16.4% 
Direct promotional message             320           15.7% 
Map or atlas             212           10.4% 
Travel guide             155             7.6% 
Magazine or newspaper             132             6.5% 
Visitor center (highway or airport)               92             4.5% 
Other sources               80             3.9% 
Outdoor advertising               69             3.4% 
Social media               57             2.8% 
Travel professional               15             0.7% 
 
review demonstrated 77.0% of variables fell within the -1 to +1 range for acceptable 
skewness, and 60.0% fell within the normal distribution parameters for kurtosis (-3/+3).  
Research has demonstrated no differences when using maximum likelihood estimation 
results in the presence of non normality (Olsson, Foss, Troye, & Howell, 2000; Reinartz, 
Haenlein, & Henseler, 2009) and has found mitigation of concerns about non normality with 
large sample sizes (Hair et al., 2010).  Given the condition of some non normal distribution 
among data, robust estimators were employed as available in Stata 12.0.  The ordinal 
variables in this analysis may be treated as continuous as each item consisted of over five 
response categories (Hair et al., 2010) as presented in Table 4.5.  
Missing data frequencies for variables used in this study ranged from 0.5% to 19.7%.  
After a review of the missing data patterns through Stata output, the data are assumed to be 
missing at random (MAR).  Modern estimation techniques increasingly accepted for handling  
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Table 4.5 
Descriptive Statistics of Visitor Research Variables 
Observable variable N M SD Min Max 
Education  
    
 My trip to LEWC made me more knowledgeable. 939   5.40   1.14   1   7 
 I learned a lot. 895   5.10   1.13   1   7 
 My trip to LEWC was a real learning experience. 899   5.12   1.13   1   7 
 Visiting LEWC stimulated my curiosity to learn new things. 899   5.00   1.18   1   7 
  
    
Esthetics 
 
    
 The setting was pretty bland. 900   5.68   1.00   1   7 
 Being in LEWC was very pleasant. 898   6.19   1.24   1   7 
 LEWC is very attractive. 897   5.97   0.95   1   7 
 I felt a sense of harmony. 932   5.42   1.11   1   7 
  
    
Entertainment 
 
    
 I really enjoyed watching what others were doing. 896   4.70   1.26   1   7 
 Activities of others were fun to watch. 891   4.74   1.30   1   7 
 Watching others perform was captivating. 892   4.68   1.21   1   7 
 Activities of others were amusing to watch. 928   4.99   1.29   1   7 
  
    
Escapist 
 
    
 Being in LEWC let me imagine being someone else. 927   3.80   1.39   1   7 
 I completely escaped from reality. 890   4.14   1.43   1   7 
 I felt I played a different character here. 899   3.51   1.48   1   7 
 I felt like I was living in a different time or place. 892   3.96   1.61   1   7 
  
    
Memories 
 
    
 I have wonderful memories of this visit to LEWC. 903   5.87   1.00   1   7 
 I won’t forget my experience visiting LEWC. 879   5.82   0.99   1   7 
 I will remember many positive things about LEWC. 900   5.96   0.92   1   7 
  
    
Satisfaction 
 
    
  The overall experience of visiting LEWC makes me feel…     
     Very dissatisfied…Very satisfied 901   5.98   0.86   1   7 
     Very displeased…Very pleased 857   5.93   0.85   1   7 
     Terrible…Delighted 878   5.79   0.90   1   7 
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Table 4.5 (continued) 
Observable variable N M SD Min Max 
Intention to Recommend  
    
 I will recommend LEWC to others. 881   6.22   0.79   1   7 
 I will encourage others to visit LEWC. 879   6.20   0.80   1   7 
 I will have many stories to tell about this experience. 895   5.37   1.17   1   7 
  
    
Intention to Return 
 
    
 I am willing to visit Lake Erie Wine Country again. 896   6.43   0.82   1   7 
 I will definitely come back to this destination.  893   6.23   0.94   1   7 
 I will choose a different wine tourism destination. 908   3.96   1.42   1   7 
  
    
Demographics & Tripographics 
 
    
 Age 876 40.77     11.41 18 70 
 Income 780   4.78   2.34   1 10 
 Education 884   3.32   1.39   1   6 
 Gender (Female = 1) 898   0.72   0.45   0   1 
 Total no. activities 970 20.97   9.94   0 61 
 No. of previous visits 879   3.57   2.36   0   6 
 No. of overnights 970   1.38   1.48   0   4 
 Type of leisure purpose 937   2.99   2.0   1   7 
 
missing data of these quantities include multiply imputation and full information maximum 
likelihood estimation (Graham, 2009; Johnson & Young, 2011; Schafer & Graham, 2002).   
Recent improvements in statistical software has made both of these techniques more 
readily available; estimation techniques using multiple imputed data, however, have not yet 
been proven stable for factor analysis, nor are there means to conduct a range of acceptable 
post estimation tests currently available in the most recent software used in this study 
(StataCorp., 2011).  Therefore, statistical testing was conducted using full information 
maximum likelihood estimation. 
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Visitor Experience Data 
The model’s 16 experiential (4Es) measurement items and 12 criterion (memories, 
satisfaction, and intentions) measurement items were assessed on 7-point Likert scales, based 
on an adaptation of the original instrument by Oh et al. (2007).  The confirmatory factor 
analysis was appraised for model fit with common parameters including the 2 goodness-of-
fit statistic.  Due to this statistic’s commonly known sensitivity to larger sample sizes, the 
appraisal was supplemented by the comparative fit index (CFI); the Tucker-Lewis index 
(TLI), also referred to as the nonnormed fit index or NNFI (Schreiber et al., 2006); and the 
root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA).  The results of the initial CFA fit 
indices showed an adequate fit based on recommended values: 2 (322) = 1895.62, p = .00, 
CFI = .92, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .07 (Hair et al., 2010).  To assess improvement of the model 
fit, items were examined on the basis of modification indices (MIs  > 3.84) for elimination 
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Hair et al., 2010).  Consistent with the findings of Hosany and 
Witham’s study (2010), the MIs pointed to two items from the experiential factors that may 
improve the model fit if eliminated: “Visiting LEWC stimulated my curiosity to learn new 
things” (education), and “I felt a sense of harmony” (esthetics).  Furthermore, the MIs 
indicated that two items, one each from the consequence variables of intent to recommend (“I 
will have many stories to tell about this experience”) and intent to return (“I will choose a 
different wine tourism destination” reverse coded), if removed would improve the model.  
The improved model provided the following fit indices: CFI = .97, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .05, 
p < .01, and with the 2 (224) = 709.182 not exceeding three times its degrees of freedom 
(Bollen, 1989; Hair, et al., 2010).  All item loadings after modification of the measurement 
model were found to be above .50 on one factor and below .30 on the other factors (Hair et 
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al., 2010).  All, with the exception of one, loaded at or above .70.  Each factor had a 
Cronbach’s α greater than .70, which indicated an adequate level of reliability for factors 
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).  Further model diagnostics were completed.  Examination of 
the standardized residuals between observed covariance terms were less than |2.5| supporting 
good model fit (Hair et al., 2010). 
 Reliability of the model’s constructs was established with satisfactory Cronbach’s 
alphas (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) and composite reliability results that are > .70 (Bagozzi 
& Yi, 1988); these may be found in Table 4.6.  Individual item correlations to each item’s 
respective predictive construct showed significant contribution to measurement.  Item to 
construct correlations ranged from .61 to .85 for education, .35 to .63 for esthetics, .49 to .85 
for entertainment, .55 to .61 for escapism, .64 to .89 for memories, .75 to .88 for satisfaction, 
.96 for intention to recommend, and .83 for intention to return.  Discriminate validity was 
supported because the squared multiple correlations between all pairs of constructs was less 
than the AVEs and because the confidence intervals between the constructs’ correlations 
(Table 4.7) did not include 1.0 as published in Table 4.8.   
The factor loadings of each item on the corresponding construct were > .55 and 
statistically significant at the .01 level (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) exhibiting convergent 
validity.  The average variance extracted (AVE) for each construct was higher than the 
suggested minimum of .50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) supporting unidimensionality.  Factor 
loadings and AVEs are listed in Table 4.6.  The squared multiple correlations for all 24 items 
(i.e., 14 for the four experience dimensions, six for the two criterion variables, and four for 
the intentions) averaged 72.0%, lending further support for convergent validity (Anderson & 
Gerbing, 1988; Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). 
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Table 4.6 
 
Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Visitor Data 
Measurement items and descriptive statistics 
 
Standardized Composite
e 
Variance Cronbach's 
Cronbach’
s 
Measurement item* factor loading reliability extracted Alpha 
 
    
Education 
 
     0.87      0.74      0.88 
 My trip to LEWC made me more  
 knowledgeable.        0.72 
    I learned a lot.        0.87 
    My trip to LEWC was a real learning  
 experience.        0.90 
    Visiting LEWC stimulated my curiosity  
 to learn new things. 
    
     Esthetics 
 
     0.75      0.54      0.71 
 The setting was pretty bland. (reverse 
 coded)        0.55 
    LEWC is very attractive.        0.80 
    Being in LEWC was very pleasant.        0.76 
    I felt a sense of harmony. 
    
     Entertainment 
 
     0.90      0.68      0.89 
 I really enjoyed watching what others 
 were doing.        0.87 
    Activities of others were fun to watch.        0.93 
    Watching others perform was  
 captivating.        0.81 
    Activities of others were amusing to  
 watch.        0.70 
    
Escapist 
 
     0.84      0.58      0.85 
 Being in LEWC let me imagine being 
 someone else.        0.72 
    I completely escaped from reality.        0.72 
    I felt I played a different character here.        0.76 
    I felt like I was living in a different  
 time or place.        0.81 
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Table 4.6 (continued) 
Measurement items and descriptive statistics 
 
Standardized Composite Variance Cronbach's 
Measurement item* factor loading reliability extracted Alpha 
     Memories 
 
     0.92      0.81      0.92 
 I have wonderful memories of this visit  
 to LEWC.        0.89 
    I won’t forget my experience visiting   
 LEWC.        0.89 
    I will remember many positive things  
 about LEWC.        0.85 
   
 
    
Satisfaction 
 
     0.93      0.81      0.92 
 The overall experience of visiting  
 LEWC makes me feel… 
     Very dissatisfied…Very satisfied       0.90 
    Very displeased…Very pleased        0.94 
    Terrible…Delighted        0.86 
   
 
    
Intention to Recommend 
 
     0.98      0.96      0.97 
 I will recommend LEWC to others.        0.93 
    I will encourage others to visit LEWC.        0.93 
    I will have many stories to tell about  
 this experience. 
    
 
    
Intention to Return 
 
     0.91      0.83      0.91 
 I am willing to visit Lake Erie Wine  
 Country again.        0.92 
    I will definitely come back to this  
 destination.         0.91 
    I will choose a different wine tourism  
 destination. (reverse coded) 
    Note.  Items in italics were removed from the final model. 
*N = 915 
 
Further validity of the nomological aspects of the scale was explored by examining 
the relationships between the experience dimensions and the theoretically related constructs 
of memories and satisfaction.  As indicated, correlations between constructs were significant 
at alpha level of .01 with correlations ranging from moderate to high.  The pertinent 
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constructs’ correlations are listed in Table 4.7.  These findings are similar to those of Oh et 
al. (2007) in both direction and magnitude and, therefore, support validity of the model.   
Table 4.7 
Correlations between Constructs* 
 Latent Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 Education 1.00 
     
  
2 Esthetics 0.57 1.00 
    
  
3 Entertainment 0.40 0.44 1.00 
   
  
4 Escapist    0.46 0.33 0.65 1.00 
  
  
5 Memories 0.53 0.81 0.40 0.32 1.00 
 
  
6 Satisfaction 0.59 0.73 0.38 0.38 0.73 1.00   
7 Intention: Recommend 0.46 0.78 0.29 0.26 0.74 0.70 1.00  
8 Intention: Return 0.34 0.67 0.23 0.22 0.60 0.72 0.74 1.00 
*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p <.10 
Results of Hypotheses Testing 
 The majority of the hypotheses (H1-H19) for this study concerns the experiences of 
the LEWC tourists and is discussed in the following sections.  The outcomes for H1-H19 are 
summarized in Table 4.17.  Following this section focusing on the results of visitor data 
analysis, the tourism supplier data are presented and discussed. 
Demographic and Tripographic Predictors 
 
 Hypothesis 1—which anticipated that the typical LEWC tourist would: (a) be a 
comparatively older American, (b) report relatively higher household income, and (c) report 
relatively higher educational achievement—was supported by the collected demographic 
characteristics of the sample.  The average LEWC tourist resided in the United States and 
was nearly 41 years old with the majority (58.5%) age 55 years or older.  More have earned 
college degrees (77.4%) with the most common being a four-year bachelor degree.   
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Table 4.8 
 
Confidence Intervals of Correlations between Visitors’ CFA Constructs (95%) 
Latent Constructs Lower bound Upper bound 
Education 
 
  
 
Esthetics              0.51          0.63 
 
Entertainment             0.33          0.47 
 
Escapist             0.39          0.53 
 
Memories             0.47          0.59 
 
Satisfaction             0.53          0.64 
 
Intention to Recommend             0.40          0.52 
 
Intention to Return             0.27          0.41 
Esthetics 
 
  
 
Entertainment             0.37          0.51 
 
Escapist             0.25          0.42 
 
Memories             0.77          0.85 
 
Satisfaction             0.68          0.78 
 
Intention to Recommend             0.74          0.82 
 
Intention to Return             0.62          0.73 
Entertainment 
 
  
 
Escapist             0.60          0.71 
 
Memories             0.33          0.46 
 
Satisfaction             0.31          0.45 
 
Intention to Recommend             0.22          0.36 
 
Intention to Return             0.15          0.31 
Escapist 
 
  
 
Memories             0.25          0.40 
 
Satisfaction             0.31          0.45 
 
Intention to Recommend             0.18          0.34 
 
Intention to Return             0.14          0.30 
Memories   
 
Satisfaction             0.69          0.77 
 
Intention to Recommend             0.70          0.78 
 
Intention to Return             0.55          0.65 
Satisfaction 
 
  
 
Intention to Recommend             0.66          0.74 
 
Intention to Return             0.68          0.76 
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Furthermore, the LEWC tourist was relatively affluent with the most frequently reported 
household income range being between $90,000 and $114,999, with another 18.0% reporting 
household income above $105,000.  Table 4.9 lists the confidence intervals of the 
demographic means for the average Lake Erie Wine Country tourist. 
Table 4.9 
Confidence Intervals of Demographic Means of Visitor Sample: H1: Typical LEWC Tourist  
Variable N M SD 
95% Confidence 
Intervals of Means Minimum Maximum 
    
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound   
Age 876   40.77 11.41 40.01 41.53   
  Scale 
     
Year Year 
  Scale value 
     
18 70 
      
  
Income 780     4.78*  2.34  4.61  4.94   
  Scale 
     
1 10 
  Scale value* 
    
Under $30K Over $150K 
      
  
      
  
Education 884     3.32**  1.39  3.22  3.41   
  Scale 
     
1 6 
  Scale value** 
    
High school  Doctoral degree 
Note.  A full list of demographic variable scales is presented on page 63 in Table 4.5. 
*Scale 4 of income = $60,000 - $74,999; scale 5 of income = $75,000 - $89,999. 
**Scale 3 of education = bachelors degree; scale 4 of education = masters degree. 
  
 As an estimate of plausible values for the population mean, the confidence intervals 
for the mean age showed a strong likelihood that the average LEWC visitor is forty or older 
with 95% CI boundaries between 40 and 41.5 years old.  Likewise, the means of the ordinal 
scales used to measure household income and education and their corresponding CIs are 
presented in Table 4.9.  To further test the hypothesized household income and educational 
achievement of the average LEWC visitor, confidence intervals of the proportions of each 
variable’s scale were examined and are published in Table 4.10.  The top three most  
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Table 4.10 
Confidence Intervals of Proportions for Household Income & Education: H1: LEWC Tourist  
Variable Interval 
 
95% Confidence Interval 
 
Percentage Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Household Income       
N = 780 
   Less than $30,000        5.38%              3.80%                 6.97% 
$30,000–44,999      13.72%            11.30%               16.14% 
$45,000–59,999      13.46%            11.06%               15.86% 
$60,000–74,999      14.74%            12.25%               17.24% 
$75,000–89,999      16.54%            13.93%               19.15% 
$90,000–104,999      18.21%            15.49%               20.92% 
$105,000–119,999        5.13%              3.58%                 6.68% 
$120,000–134,999        3.46%              2.18%                 4.75% 
$135,000–149,999        3.33%              2.07%                 4.60% 
More than $150,000        6.03%              4.35%                 7.70% 
Level of Education       
N = 884 
   
High school       13.01%            10.79%               15.23% 
Some college       19.57%            16.95%               22.19% 
Associate degree       14.14%            11.84%               16.44% 
Bachelor degree      33.26%            30.15%               36.37% 
Masters degree       16.18%            13.74%               18.61% 
Doctoral degree         3.85%              2.58%                 5.12% 
Note.  A full list of demographic variable scales is presented on page 63 in Table 4.5. 
 
frequently reported household incomes ($90,000 - $104,999; $75,000 - $89,999; $60,000 - 
$74,999, respectively) possessed confidence interval boundary ranges of ± 2.72; ± 2.61; ± 
2.50, respectively.  Collectively the ranges of these confidence intervals support the notion 
that the typical LEWC is comparatively older, reporting relatively higher household income 
and educational achievement. 
 The initial set of hypotheses (H2a-d, H3a-d) examined the impact of demographic 
characteristics on intentions to recommend and intentions to return, respectively.  Tests 
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identified no implication of multicollinearity among these variables.  The mean variance 
inflation factor for age, income, education, gender, and instate residency was 1.08, well 
below the 4.0 acceptable cut off.  Tolerance for each independent variable ranged from .88 to 
.96 (Hair et al., 2010).  Employing multiple linear regression, the demographic variables 
predicted intention to recommend (R
2
 = .02, F (5, 629) = 2.34, p < .05) but not the intention 
to return (F (5, 629) = 1.16, p = .33) as reported in Table 4.11.  Although the F-statistic for 
the variate was significant at p < .01 for the intention to recommend, further examination of 
the confidence intervals (at 95%) for each variable in the linear equation revealed these 
included zero—an indication that these point estimates were not statistically significant.  A 
closer look at the results by individual variables showed only household income and gender 
were identified as approaching statistical significance.  The coefficient for household income 
was negative, and gender’s was positive.  With a preponderance of previous findings 
demonstrating the significance of household income and gender (Brown et al., 2006; Bruwer, 
2004; Fountain & Charters, 2010; Galloway et al., 2008; Getz & Carlsen, 2008; Mitchell, 
2006; Tassiopoulos et al., 2004) in predicting consumption outcomes of wine tourists, 
supplementary tests were conducted to understand these trend-level results in the LEWC 
sample, a tourist population not previously investigated.   
 To identify if these variables were of consequence within the model, a forward 
addition sequential regression method (Hair et al., 2010), a form of hierarchical regression 
(Cramer & Howitt, 2004; Pedhazur, 1997), was employed.  Unlike stepwise regression, this 
model building technique orders variables into the regression based on a theoretical and 
logical sequence and demonstrates the incremental predictive power of each successive 
variable or block of variables.  Subsequently, it is appropriate for exploring the contributions 
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Table 4.11 
Demographic Characteristics as Predictors of Future Intentions 
Variable H2: Intention to recommend H3: Intention to return 
 
 SE t p  SE t p 
Age      0.02 0.00  0.45 .65   0.03    0.00   0.7 .49 
Income    -0.08* 0.01 -1.82 .07 -0.03    0.01  -0.78 .43 
Level of education    -0.05 0.02 -1.19 .24 -0.07    0.02  -1.62 .11 
Female      0.07* 0.07  1.71 .09   0.04    0.07   0.86 .39 
Instate residency      0.04 0.07  0.82 .41   0.03    0.07   0.69 .49 
(n=635) 
 
   
F (5,  629) =  2.34**  (5,  629) =    1.16  
R
2  
   .02    .01  
p     .047      .327  
*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p <.10 
of these two independent variables to ascertain more precise model results.  Given the 
previous literature identifying household income as a wine tourist attribute, it was entered as 
the first block in the regression, and gender was the second.  The difference between 
household income alone (p = .07, F (1, 778) = 3.32, R2 = .005) and the addition of 
gender to the model was a 3.3% increase in explained variance as evidenced by R
2
= .02 for 
both demographics.  The results of both models are shown in Table 4.12.  
 Whereas the strength of explained variance of the prediction is slight, as evidenced by 
the R
2 
value for either model (.02, .005 respectively), these are often the first characteristics 
used by marketers to understand consumers.  Females were more likely to recommend the 
destination than males.  Women had a mean .09 higher than men on the intention to 
recommend scale (Likert scale from 1 to 7) in which higher values indicated more likely to 
recommend (p = .013).  Hypothesis 2b was supported while hypotheses 2a, 2c, 2d-e, and 3a-3  
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Table 4.12 
Hierarchical Regression of Household Income and Gender on Intention to Recommend 
Variable H2c: Model 1 H2b-c: Model 2 
 
 SE t p  SE t p 
Income   -0.07    0.01    -1.82  .07     -0.06    0.01    -1.57 .116 
Female      -     -      -    -      0.09***    0.06     2.48 .013 
(n = 777) 
 
 
F (1, 778) = 3.32 (4, 774) =    2.34** 
R
2
    .005    .02 
p    .07    .006 
*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p <.10 
 
were not supported.  In the present study, the 4Es are hypothesized to mediate the 
demographics of significance; therefore, gender was retained for this further testing.   
 Hypotheses 4a-d and 5a-d identified select tripographics that were expected to predict 
behavioral intentions.  Insufficient data were collected to test the difference between business 
and leisure purposes on future behavioral intentions.  Because visiting friends and relatives 
(VFR) was also identified by previous literature as a significant travel motivation, this trip 
purpose was substituted for the business purpose in the tripographic linear model.  The 
regression equation also included length of stay (number of overnights), activity level 
(number of activities conducted), and visit history (number of previous visits).  Tests 
identified no implication of multicollinearity among these variables; the mean VIF for trip 
purpose (VFR), length of stay, activity level, and visit history was 1.08, well below the 4.0 
cutoff.  In addition, tolerances ranging from .88 to .97 were well within the acceptable 
guidelines for each independent variable (Hair et al., 2010).   
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 The trip purpose of VFR was not statistically significant in predicting either the 
intention to recommend or to return.  Neither the tourist who visited for a single day nor who 
stayed for one or more nights was significant in predicting future behavioral intentions.  In 
contrast the more often a person had visited LEWC in the past, the more likely the visitor 
intended to recommend and to return again.  Previous visit history proved statistically 
significant at the .01 level for both intentions.  The more activities tourists engaged in during 
their visit, the more likely they would intend to recommend; this trip characteristic did not 
prove to be statistically significant in predicting intention to return, however.  The 
tripographic model explained more than the demographic model with regard to future 
intentions of visitors as indicated by the larger R
2
 statistic of .06 and .11 for intentions to 
recommend and return, respectively.  
 Table 4.13 provides the results of the multiple regression models of tripographics to 
predict intention of recommend, and intention to return.  Hypotheses 4c and 4d were 
supported, whereas Hypotheses 4a and 4b were not supported.  Hypotheses 5a-b and 5d were 
also not supported, whereas Hypotheses 5c was supported by these results.  Activity level 
and past history were retained for further testing of the mediation hypotheses. 
The Experiential Predictors 
 Hypotheses 6 through 19 examined the various effects of the experience economy’s 
4Es on visitors’ future intentions.  As shown in Table 4.14, the experiential elements (4Es) 
together were statistically significant in predicting a LEWC tourist’s intention to recommend 
and to return to the destination.  The resulting F tests for the 4E models showed them to be 
statistically significant (p < .01) in affecting both behavioral intentions.  While there is  
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Table 4.13 
 
Tripographics as Predictors of Future Intentions 
Variable H4a-d: Intention to Recommend H5a-d: Intention to Return 
 
 SE t p  SE t p 
Length of stay 0.00 0.02 -0.04 .99  0.05 0.01   1.41 .16 
Total no. of activities 0.10*** 0.00   3.27 .00  0.04 0.00   1.37 .17 
No. of previous visits 0.20*** 0.01   5.52 .00  0.31*** 0.01   9.06 .00 
Visit friends & relatives 0.00 0.07   0.07 .94 -0.02 0.06 -0.55 .58 
(n=879) 
 
   
F (4,  874) = 14.02*** (4,  874) = 27.44*** 
R
2
 .06  .11 
p .00  .00 
*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p <.10 
expected correlation among the 4Es, tests for multicollinearity demonstrated the VIF of 2.15 
did not exceed acceptable levels nor did Tolerance levels exceed .10 (Hair et al., 2010).  
Except for education, which was significant at p = .01 on the intention to recommend, all 
other experiential elements were significant at p < .01 for both intentions.  The 4Es explained 
72.0% of the total variance for the intention to recommend (R2 = .72) and 58.0% of the total 
variance for intention to return (R
2 
= .58) thus demonstrating the predictive fit of the models. 
 Unlike Hosany and Witham’s study in a cruise context (2010), negative coefficients 
were found among the significant 4E independent variables; those negative results for both 
education and entertainment, however, were also the lowest contributing constructs in the 
previous study (Hosany & Witham, 2010).  Because of the negative values, Hypotheses 6a 
and 6c, as well as 7a and 7c, were not supported.  The hypotheses predicted positive 
relationships between the two experiential variables (i.e., education and entertainment) and 
the behavioral intentions.  Conversely, H6b, 6d, 7b, and 7d were fully supported as esthetics  
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Table 4.14  
4Es as Predictors of Future Intentions 
Variable H6a-d: Intention to recommend H7a-d: Intention to return 
 
 SE t p  SE t p 
Education -0.07** 0.02  -2.50 .01 -0.19*** 0.03  -5.42 .00 
Esthetics   0.94*** 0.04 27.44 .00   0.91*** 0.04 21.37 .00 
Entertainment -0.17*** 0.02  -6.46 .00 -0.20*** 0.03  -6.40 .00 
Escapist   0.09*** 0.02   3.42 .00   0.12*** 0.02   4.04 .00 
(n=915) 
   
     
F (4,910) =  298.59***  (4, 910) = 159.07***  
R
2
   0.72    0.58  
p   0.00    0.00  
*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p <.10 
and escapist experiences resulted in both significant and positive effects on behavioral 
intentions. 
  Utilizing hierarchical regression to examine the model more closely, the contribution 
of esthetics was found to “trump” the contribution of most of the other three “Es.”  To 
investigate, a hierarchical regression of a first block (esthetics alone) and second block 
(education, entertainment, escapist) demonstrated the magnitude of esthetics in explaining 
the intention to recommend.  Esthetics in the first block regression resulted in an R
2 
of .71 
represented 98.6% of the original model’s explained variance (R2 = .72)  Likewise, for 
intention to return, esthetics resulted in an R
2  
of .55 accounting for 94.8% of the original 4Es 
model’s .58 R2. 
Mediating Effects of the 4Es 
 The present study further hypothesized that the four experiential elements would 
mediate the demographic and trip characteristics of visitors’ intentions to recommend and 
return.  Evaluation of the 4Es’ mediating effects was conducted as outlined by Hair et al. 
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(2010) for multiple regression analyses in three separate equations as per Baron and Kenny 
(1986) whereby the following conditions must be met:  
1. The independent variable(s) must have a significant association with the 
dependent variable(s) (path c’).  
2. The independent variable(s) must have a significant association with the mediator 
variable(s) (path a). 
3. The mediator variable(s) must be associated with the dependent variable(s) when 
the mediator variable(s) and independent variable(s) (paths b and c’) are included 
as predictors.  
 In the present study, the first condition (path c’), or the direct effect, was met by 
having affirmed significant associations between certain demographic and tripographic 
variables and the two behavioral intentions.  Specifically for the intention to recommend, 
these significant characteristics included gender (t = 2.85; p < .10), activity level (t = 4.05; 
 p < .01) and past visit history (t = 6.04; p < .01) as shown in Tables 4.9 and 4.11.  For the 
intention to return, only past visit history resulted in a significant association (t = 9.41; 
p < .01).  Thus, Hypotheses 8a-d and 9a-d (age and both intentions), 11a-d (gender and intent 
to return), 12a-d and 13a-d (household income and both intentions), 14a-d and 15a-d (length 
of stay and both intentions), and 17a-d (activity level and intent to return) were not tested for 
mediation because they did not meet the first condition set forth above. 
 The second condition (path a) was met by regressing the mediator variables (4Es), 
where significance of associations resulted between the retained significant independent 
variables (demographic and tripographic characteristics) in a series of linear regressions 
(Table 4.15).  Given that education and entertainment resulted in negative coefficients, and 
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these hypotheses predicted positive mediation, these two mediator variables were not tested.  
Of the remaining relevant demographic, tripographic, and experiential variables, only four 
pairs were sufficiently related.  Gender (female) and the esthetics realm were statistically 
significant (p < .01); the number of activities engaged in during the visit to LEWC was 
significant statistically with both esthetics and escapist (p < .01) whereas the number of 
previous visits was statistically significant with only the esthetic experience.  As a result, 
only the relevant experiential variables of esthetics and escapist were tested for mediation 
(H10b, H16b-d, H18b, and H19b).  Path a (condition 1) was used to establish indirect effect 
(the product of a*b) with the mediating variable (path b). 
Table 4.15 
Associations between Relevant Demographics, Tripographics, and Mediators (4Es) (paths a) 
for Hypotheses 10b-d, 16b-d, 18b-d, 19b-d 
Variable Esthetics Escapist 
 
 SE t p  SE t p 
   
  
  
  
Female 0.13 .05 3.87 .00 0.03 .10 0.96 .34 
    F (1, 896) = 15.02 (1, 896) = 0.92 
R
2 
    .02    .001 
   
  
  
  
Activity level 0.15 .002 5.06 .00 0.09 .00 2.74 .00 
     F  (1, 968) = 25.65 (1, 968) = 7.52 
R
2 
    .01    .01 
   
  
  
  
Past visit history 0.16 .01 4.52 .00 -0.01 .02 -0.20 .84 
     F (1, 877)  =  20.44 (1, 877)  =  0.04 
R
2 
    .03    .001 
*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p <.10 
The third condition for mediation (path b and path c’) was tested and is illustrated in 
Table 4.16.  Esthetics completely mediated the effects of gender and activity level on 
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intention to recommend whereas it only partially mediated the effect of previous visits on the 
same intention.  The escapist element partially mediated the effect of activity level on 
intention to recommend, although esthetics had a stronger mediating effect than escapist 
experience on the same tripographic.  Past visit history proved to be the only statistically 
significant independent variable in either the demographic or tripographic regression models 
that affected intention to return.  Esthetics proved to partially mediate the effects of past visit 
history on intention to return although less than it did with regard to intention to recommend 
and past visit history.   
Table 4.16 
 
Mediating Effect of Esthetics on Intention to Recommend 
Variable Direct effect (c’) Indirect effect (a*b) Total effect (c) 
  SE z  SE z  SE z 
          
H10b: Gender 
(female) -.03 0.03 -.81 0.19 0.05 3.97*** 0.16 0.06 2.89*** 
          
H16b: Activity 
level 0.00 0.02 -.59 0.01 0.00 4.61*** 0.01 0.002 3.60*** 
          
H18b: Past visit 
history  0.03 0.01 4.47*** 0.04 0.01 4.81*** 0.07 0.01 6.55*** 
*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p <.10 
Table 4.17  
Mediating Effect of Escapist on Intention to Recommend 
 
Variable Direct effect (c’) Indirect effect (a*b) Total effect (c) 
  SE z  SE Z  SE z 
H16d: Activity 
level 
  0.01 0.00 2.86***  0.02 0.00 2.60***  0.01   0.00 3.56*** 
*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p <.10 
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Table 4.18  
Mediating Effect of Esthetics on Intention to Return 
Variable Direct effect (c’) Indirect effect (a*b) Total effect (c) 
  SE z  SE z  SE z 
          
H19b: Past visit 
history 
 0 
.06 0.01 9.39***  0.03 0.01 4.78***  0.09 
  
0.01 10.08*** 
*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p <.10 
 The results of these mediation analyses are published in Tables 4.16, 4.17, and 4.18.  
Therefore, Hypotheses 10b, H16b and d, H18b, and H19b were supported by full or partial 
mediation of the esthetic and escapist constructs on behavioral intentions.   
A majority of the demographic and tripographic characteristics did not prove 
statistically significant in predicting behavioral intentions with the exception of gender, 
number of activities in which visitors participated, and a history of past visits to the region.  
The esthetic and escapist dimensions of the 4Es proved to be statistically significant and 
positive in predicting both intentions to recommend and to return.  Esthetics mediated 
completely the effect of gender and activity level on intention to recommend; it, however, 
only partially mediated the number of past visits effect (.61) on this intention or its effect on 
the intention to return (.35).  The escapist experience slightly mediated the effect of activity 
level on intention to recommend (.23).  Table 4.19 summarizes the mediation hypotheses 
related to the wine tourists’ experience in LEWC. 
Description of Business Sample 
Of the total 579 business owners who were emailed the survey, 189 or 32.6% 
responded.  Observations containing missing data regarding the type of business operated  
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Table 4.19  
Summary of Visitor Hypotheses Results* 
Hypotheses Number Outcome 
H1:  LEWC average tourist will be relatively older 
Americans reporting higher household incomes and 
higher educational achievement. 
     H1→   Supported 
H2a-e:  Visitors’ demographics ([a] age, [b] gender, 
[c] household income, [d] educational level, and [e] 
place of origin) will significantly affect behavioral 
intention to recommend. 
     H2b → 
     H2a, H2c-e → 
  Supported 
  Not supported 
H3a-e:  Visitors’ demographics ([a] age, [b] gender, [c] 
household income, [d] educational level, and [e] place 
of origin) will significantly effect on LEWC tourists’ 
behavioral intention to return. 
     H3a-e  → 
 
  Not supported 
H4a-d:  Visitors’ tripographics ([a] trip purpose, [b] 
length of stay, [c] activity level, [d] past visit history) 
will have a direct effect on intention to recommend. 
     H4a, H4b→ 
     H4c, H4d→ 
  Not supported 
  Supported 
H5a-d:  Visitors’ tripographics ([a] trip purpose, [b] 
length of stay, [c] activity level, [d] past visit history) 
will have a direct effect on intention to return. 
     H5a-c → 
     H5d → 
  Not supported 
  Supported 
H6a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) 
will have a significant positive effect on intention to 
recommend.  
     H6b, H6d → 
     H6a, H6c → 
  Supported 
  Not supported 
H7a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) 
will have a significant positive effect on intention to 
return. 
     H7b-d → 
     H7a, H7c → 
  Supported 
  Not supported 
H8a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) will 
each positively mediate age and intention to 
recommend.  
     H8a-d →   Not supported 
H9a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) will 
each positively mediate age and intention to return.  
     H9a-d→   Not supported 
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Table 4.19 (continued) 
Hypotheses Numbers Outcome 
H10a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) 
will each positively mediate gender and intention to 
recommend.  
     H10b → 
     H10a, c, d → 
  Supported 
  Not supported 
H11a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) will 
each positively mediate gender and intention to return. 
     H11a-d →   Not supported 
H12a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) will 
each positively mediate household income and 
intention to recommend. 
     H12a-d →   Not supported 
H13a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) will 
each positively mediate household income and 
intention to return. 
     H13a-d →   Not supported 
H14a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) will 
each positively mediate length of stay and intention to 
recommend.  
     H14a-d →   Not supported 
H15a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) will 
each positively mediate length of stay and intention to 
return. 
     H15a-d →   Not supported 
 
H16a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) 
will each positively mediate activity level and 
intention to recommend.  
     H16b-d → 
     H16a-c → 
  Supported 
Not Supported 
H17a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) will 
each positively mediate activity level and intention to 
return. 
     H17a-d →   Not supported 
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Table 4.19 (continued) 
Hypotheses Number Outcome 
18a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) 
will each positively mediate past visit history and 
intention to recommend.  
     H18-a, c, d → 
     H18b → 
  Not supported 
  Supported 
H19a-d:  The 4Es (perceived [a] educational, [b] 
esthetic, [c] entertainment, [d] escapist experience) 
will each positively mediate past visit history and 
intention to return. 
     H19a, H19c, d → 
     H19b → 
  Not supported 
  Supported 
*Bold face items = partially or fully supported 
were dropped from the sample, which resulted in 169 usable responses (29.2%).  The 
business characteristics are summarized in Table 4.20.  
Ninety percent of the business sample reported being open to the public year-round or 
seasonally.  Over 67.0% of the businesses were family-owned, and slightly more than 50.0% 
reported their business as their primary income source.  Over 35.0% of business owners 
supplemented their major revenue stream by adding retail or other income sources to their 
offering.  All twenty-four wineries included retail in their business mix.  Businesses averaged 
1.6 revenue sources; one was the most prevalent number of additional revenue streams.  
Twelve operators reported four or more types of business operations.  Interestingly, the data 
revealed that nearly half (48.6%) of the businesses were opened in the last 20 years.   
Descriptive Statistics of Research Variables for Factor Analysis 
 Data collected regarding the business owners’ investment priorities along the 
experiential dimensions were examined for normal distribution by conducting graphical tests 
and reviewing the research variables’ skewness and kurtosis (Hair et al., 2010).  This review 
demonstrated 76.0% of variables fell within the -1 to +1 range for acceptable skewness and 
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Table 4.20  
Business Characteristics* 
Variable Frequency Percentage  Variable Frequency Percentage 
   
    
Type of Business 
  
 Family owned    
  Winery 24 14.2%    Yes       113    67.3% 
  Farm 17 10.1%    No  48    28.6% 
  Lodging 44 26.6% 
   Prefer not to 
  answer 7      4.2% 
  Restaurant 16  8.9%     
  Retail 17 10.1%  When established   
  Attraction  31 18.3%    2000-2011 33    23.9% 
  Other 20 11.8%    1990-1999 34    24.6% 
   
   1980-1989 23    16.7% 
Open to the public  
 
   1970-1979 21    15.2% 
  Year round       117 69.2%    1960-1969 15    10.9% 
  Seasonally 35 20.7%    1950-1959 12      8.7% 
  No 17  10.1%     
   
    
Primary income 
  
    
  Yes 85 50.3%     
  No 65 38.5%     
  Prefer not to 
  Answer 19 11.2% 
    
*Items may not round due to missing values. 
63.0% fell within the normal distribution parameters for kurtosis (-3/+3).  Research has 
demonstrated no differences when using maximum likelihood estimation results in the 
presence of non normality (Olsson et al., 2000; Reinartz, et al., 2009).  Given the condition of 
some non normal distribution, robust estimators were employed in statistical analyses.  
Observations identified as “not open to the public” were excluded from the factor analysis of 
design priorities used in creating a consumer experience.  This resulted in 152 observations 
for the analysis on business priorities.  The mean, standard deviations, and number of 
observations for each variable are presented in Table 4.21.  Missing data frequency in this  
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Table 4.21  
 
Business 4E Priorities Measurement Items and Descriptive Statistics 
Observable variable N M SD 
Education 
 
  
  You designed the business to include a learning experience for  
  the customer. 
150 4.12 2.39 
  Your business experience is designed to stimulate customers’  
  curiosity to learn something new. 
149 4.32 2.27 
  You emphasize “learning opportunities” for your customers as a  
  theme of your business. 
148 3.53 2.28 
  Many of your customers come back because they can learn  
  something new. 
148 3.80 2.25 
  
  
Esthetics 
 
  
  You organized your business to create a sense of harmony for  
  customers. 
150 5.42 1.81 
  You design your business setting to be pleasing to customers’  
  senses. 
149 6.04 1.43 
  You focus on making your business really beautiful for the  
  customer. 
148 5.42 1.93 
  Making the environment attractive to customers is a main theme  
  of your business. 
148 5.49 1.91 
  
  
Entertainment 
 
  
  You try to create an entertaining experience for your customers. 150 5.29 1.97 
  You offer activities that are fun for customers to watch. 149 3.47 2.15 
  Your customers enjoy watching others while at your business. 147 3.50 2.18 
  You try to provide special events to entertain your customers. 148 3.91 2.34 
  
  
Escapist 
 
  
  Your business allows customers to feel as if they are in a  
  different time or place. 
150 4.55 2.30 
  You strive to make your business experience a complete escape  
  for customers. 
148 5.09 2.10 
  Your business experience allows customers to imagine them  
  being someone else. 
147 3.27 2.22 
  You help your customers completely forget their daily routine. 146 4.42 2.26 
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sample ranged from 0.05% to 13.0% for the variables used in the research, and the data are 
considered missing at random.  The interval variables in this analysis may be treated as 
continuous as each consisted of over five answer categories (Hair et al., 2010).   
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Business Data 
 The 16 items used to measure business experiential design priorities were assessed on 
a 7-point Likert-type scale with anchors of does not reflect my business strategy at all as 1 
and fully reflects my business strategy as 7 based on an adaptation of items published by Oh 
et al. (2007).  The confirmatory factor analysis was appraised for model fit with common 
parameters including the 2 goodness-of-fit statistic among others.  This appraisal was 
supplemented by the comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and root mean 
squared error of approximation (RMSEA).  The results of the initial CFA fit indices showed 
a poor fit based on recommended values: 2 (98) = 275.19, p < .00, CFI = .88, TLI = .86, 
RMSEA = .11 (Hair et al., 2010).   
To improve the model fit, items were removed on the basis of modification indices 
(MIs > 3.84), factor loadings, and standardized residuals (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Hair et al., 
2010).  Based on an MI of 14.77 the esthetics measurement item related to harmony (“You 
organized your business to create a sense of harmony for customers”) was identified as a 
candidate for deletion; this was corroborated by having the lowest factor loading (.59) of any 
measurement variable.  Furthermore, standardized residuals higher than |4.0| and 
modification indices pointed toward elimination of two items related to the escapist realm, 
(“Your business experience allows customers to imagine them being someone else” and 
“Your business allows customers to feel as if they are in a different time or place”).  The 
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final item removed was from the entertainment construct (“You try to create an entertaining 
experience for your customers”) as suggested by an MI of 15.05. 
The improved model provided the following fit indices: CFI = .96, TLI = .95, 
RMSEA = .06, p < .01, and with the 2 (47) = 71.89, not exceeding three times its degrees of 
freedom (Bollen, 1989).  Further model diagnostics were completed.  Examination of the 
standardized residuals between observed covariance terms were less than |2.5| supporting the 
change in the model’s fit from poor to adequate (Hair et al., 2010).  Although the incremental 
fit indices of CFI and TLI were slightly below the recommended levels for small samples, the 
RMSEA of .06 is a good fit for the conditions of small sample sizes (N < 250) and number of  
variables (m = 12) (Hair et al., 2010).  Given the small number of observations (N = 148), the 
fact that the 2 statistic resulted in a significant p-value points to validity of the model. 
The factor loadings of each item on the corresponding construct exceeded the 
recommended level of .70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) and were statistically significant at 
the .01 level (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) exhibiting convergent validity.  The average 
variance extracted (AVE) for each construct was higher than the suggested minimum of .50 
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981) supporting unidimensionality.  Factor loadings and AVEs are 
listed in Table 4.22.   
 The squared multiple correlations for all 12 items (for the four constructs) averaged 
79.0%, lending further support for convergent validity (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Bagozzi 
& Yi, 1988).  Discriminate validity was supported because the squared multiple correlations 
between all pairs of constructs (.06 to .55) were less than the AVEs (Table 4.20) and because 
the confidence intervals between the constructs’ correlations did not include 1.0 as published 
in Table 4.22.  
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Table 4.22  
Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Businesses’ 4E Design Data 
 
Standardized 
factor 
loading* 
Composite 
reliability AVE 
Cronbach’s 
Alpha Observed variable 
 
Education  
 
0.99 0.89 0.91 
You designed the business to include a 
learning experience for the customer. 
0.95 
   
Your business experience is designed to 
stimulate customers’ curiosity to learn 
something new. 
0.95 
   
You emphasize “learning opportunities” for 
your customers as a theme of your business.  
0.93 
   
Many of your customers come back because 
they can learn something new. 
0.94 
    
Esthetics  0.99 0.83 0.81 
You design your business setting to be 
pleasing to customers’ senses. 
0.87 
   
You focus on making your business really 
beautiful for the customer.  
0.97 
   
Making the environment attractive to 
customers is a main theme of your business. 
0.90 
   
You organized your business to create a 
sense of harmony for customers.  
   
Entertainment 
 
0.98 0.63 0.78 
You offer activities that are fun for 
customers to watch.  
0.75 
   
Your customers enjoy watching others 
while at your business. 
0.76 
   
You try to provide special events to 
entertain your customers. 
0.81 
   
You try to create an entertaining experience 
for your customers.  
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Table 4.22 (continued)  
Observed variable 
Standardized 
factor 
loading* 
Composite 
reliability AVE 
Cronbach’s 
Alpha 
 
Escapist 
 
0.99 0.87 0.084 
You strive to make your business 
experience a complete escape for customers. 0.98 
   You help your customers completely forget 
their daily routine.  0.91 
   Your business experience allows customers 
to imagine them being someone else. 
    Your business allows customers to feel as if 
they are in a different time or place. 
    
Note.  Items in italics are those that were removed.  
*All are statistically significant at p<0.01 
N = 148 
 
 Reliability of the model’s constructs was established with Cronbach’s alphas above 
.78, exceeding the .70 recommendation (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), and with composite 
reliability scores > .87 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988) as seen in Table 4.20.  Individual item to 
construct correlations showed significant contributions of each item to the factor.  Item to 
construct correlations ranged from .92 to .94 for education, .84 to .99 for esthetics, .78 to .80 
for entertainment, and from .91 to .98 for escapism. 
Further validity of the nomological aspects of the scale was explored by examining 
the relationships between the 4Es as business priorities.  Correlations between the business 
owners’ 4E priorities are listed in Table 4.23.  Without theoretically related constructs upon 
which to examine the nomological validity of tourism suppliers’ 4E priority scale, 
correlations between the investment priority factors were scrutinized.  All of the correlated  
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Table 4.23  
Correlations between 4E Priorities for Businesses* 
Constructs Education Esthetic Entertainment Escapist 
Education 1.00 
   
Esthetic 0.24 1.00 
  
Entertainment 0.31 0.74 1.00 
 
Escapist 0.65 0.54 0.69 1.00 
*All are significant at p < .01 
relationships among the constructs were statistically significant (p < .01) and were similar in 
proportional relationship to those of the visitors’ experience.  Their magnitude was moderate 
to high with the exception of education to esthetics (.24) which may be reflective of the 
unique destination in which these tourism owners operate or the dominance of the esthetic in 
wine tourism.  Since no previous studies tested tourism suppliers’ priorities using the 
experience economy, these findings cannot be empirically supported by the literature.  Future 
investigations, however, may build upon these exploratory findings. 
Results of Testing between Tourist Experience and Business Priorities 
The remaining hypotheses (H20a-d) in the present study tested if the visitors’ 
experience of the 4Es differed from the 4E business priorities of the tourism suppliers.  Four 
separate mean comparisons were conducted using Welch’s test for unequal variances and 
unpaired samples.  Detailed results are presented in Table 4.24.   
 Three of the four pairs of experiential constructs showed significant differences 
between visitors and businesses with educational, entertainment, and escapist experiences 
being statistically significant (p < .01).  The difference between visitors’ esthetic experience 
and tourism businesses’ priorities in esthetics was not significant at the standard p < .05 level 
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Table 4.24 
 
Confidence Intervals (95%) of Correlations between Constructs* 
Constructs Lower bound Upper bound 
Education 
 
  
 
Esthetics  0.18 0.45 
 
Entertainment 0.50 0.73 
 
Escapist 0.22 0.48 
Esthetics 
 
  
 
Entertain 0.41 0.64 
 
Escapist 0.73 0.87 
Entertainment 
 
  
 
Escapist 0.57 0.76 
*All are statistically significant at p < 0.01 
 
 (p = .09).  This indicated that the disconnect between the consumer’s evaluation of the 
esthetic experience and the business owner’s reported attention to esthetics was not as large 
as it was between the other three experience dimensions.  Another singularity among these 
findings was that the only dimension visitors to the region rated less than the business owners 
rated their investment in the same dimension was the escapist experience, thereby resulting in 
a negative statistically significant difference. The effect size measures indicated the gap 
between these two stakeholder groups was appreciable on the educational dimension, as the 
Cohen’s d statistic (.75) approached the .8 rule of thumb for large effects. Differences in the 
means for the escapist realm demonstrated a medium effect size (Cohen’s d = .54). Likewise, 
with a Cohen’s d of .45, the effect size of the differences in the entertainment realm neared a 
medium level.  Although the two groups’ differences on the esthetics element was not 
statistically significant, they reflected a relatively small effect size (Cohen’s d = .18)  
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Table 4.25 
 
LEWC Business 4E Priorities versus Tourists’ 4E Experiences 
 
Tourism Suppliers’ Perceptions about Lake Erie Wine Tourism 
 The study explored several additional issues with regard to tourism suppliers’ 
perceptions of wine tourism about LEWC.  The third scale employed in the study examined 
tourism suppliers’ attitudes about the experiential elements of the overall wine tourism 
product.  The collected data regarding their perceptions of the 4Es within the overall 
destination are presented in Table 4.24.  The 12 items were all measured on a 7-point 
Likert scale with anchors of 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree).  Data  
collected regarding the business owners’ opinions of the overall LEWC experience were 
examined for normal distribution by conducting graphical tests and reviewing the skewness 
and kurtosis for the research variables (Hair et al., 2010)  These data were leptokurtic and 
slightly positively skewed.  The means and standard deviations for these data are presented in 
Table 4.24.   
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 The initial CFA conducted on the data resulted in a poor fit of the 12 indicators for 
the destination’s 4Es as perceived by business owners.  The fit indices for this model were: 
2 (48) = 93.67; CFI = .83; TLI = .76; and RMSEA = .08.  Thus, two factors loadings below 
.70, one measuring the esthetic construct (“LEWC offers a beautiful countryside for visitors” 
= .59) and one from the escapist construct (“Visitors to LEWC really feel as if they are in a 
different time and place” = .62), were removed along with one item measuring the 
entertainment construct (“While at LEWC, visitors can sit back and be entertained”) based on 
MIs totaling 31.83.  Given the parsimony of the number of items at the outset, this change 
left the overall model underidentified in the whole and susceptible to interpretational 
confounding.  Additionally, these adjustments resulted in little change in the model’s fit 
indices (2 (21) = 40.16; CFI = .86; TLI = .76; RMSEA = .08).   
 After an inspection of the standardized residuals which suggested a number of 
potentially unacceptable degrees of error between items, a surrogate variable (Hair et al., 
2010) was chosen to represent each of the tourism suppliers’ perceived 4Es within the 
destination.  The standardized factor loadings for the tourism suppliers’ perception of the 4Es 
within the overall destination are presented in Table 4.25 with the proxies (surrogates) 
identified in bold.  Surrogate selection was made using the guide of the highest loading 
variable per factor and researcher judgment (Hair et al., 2010).  In three of the 4Es, the 
highest loading item was selected (esthetics, entertainment, escapist).  For education, the 
second highest loading variable was selected due to potential confusion over the statement 
which ranked first (“Visitors can easily enhance their knowledge while visiting LEWC”).  
Lake Erie Wine Country is located within Chautauqua County, NY, home to the world 
renowned educational enclave, Chautauqua Institution, and where the County Visitors’ 
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Table 4.26 
Business Owners’ Perceptions of the 4Es in the Overall Destination 
Observed variable N M SD 
Education    
  LEWC offers ample wine-related educational opportunities for visitors. 154 4.81 1.38 
  Visitors can easily enhance their knowledge while visiting LEWC. 152 5.22 1.11 
  Visitors come to LEWC to learn more about the wine and area. 153 4.99 1.14 
    
Esthetics    
  LEWC offers a beautiful countryside for visitors.  154 6.19 1.12 
  LEWC offers visitors many sensory pleasures. 153 5.46 1.01 
  The winescape, encompassing the cultural, environmental, social  
  aspects, of LEWC is attractive to visitors. 
154 5.58 1.24 
    
Entertainment    
  LEWC offers visitors many entertainment choices. 152 4.87 1.25 
  LEWC has fun events to watch and enjoy.  153 5.08 1.05 
  While at LEWC, visitors can sit back and be entertained. 154 4.79 1.18 
 
   
Escapist    
  Visitors to LEWC really feel as if they are in a different time and place. 151 4.77 1.26 
  Customers completely forget their daily routine while visiting LEWC.  153 4.71 1.03 
  LEWC offers customers exciting activities in which to participate. 154 4.84 1.12 
 
second highest loading variable was selected due to potential confusion over the statement 
which ranked first (“Visitors can easily enhance their knowledge while visiting LEWC”).  
Lake Erie Wine Country is located within Chautauqua County, NY, home to the world 
renowned educational enclave, Chautauqua Institution, and where the County Visitors’ 
Bureau’s public positioning statement is “The World’s Learning Center” (CCVB, n.d.).  
Because the destination is also often associated with Chautauqua Institution’s learning 
culture, it was judged that the item in question did not clearly distinguish the wine tourism 
aspect of education. 
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Table 4.27   
Surrogate Variables for Businesses’ Perceptions of the 4Es in the Overall Destination 
 
Standardized 
factor loading Observed variable 
Education  
  LEWC offers ample wine-related educational opportunities for visitors. .79 
  Visitors can easily enhance their knowledge while visiting LEWC. .89 
  Visitors come to LEWC to learn more about the wine and area. .83 
  
Esthetics  
  LEWC offers a beautiful countryside for visitors.  .59 
  LEWC offers visitors many sensory pleasures. .98 
  The winescape, encompassing the cultural, environmental, social aspects of  
  LEWC, is attractive to visitors. 
.76 
 
 
Entertainment  
  LEWC offers visitors many entertainment choices. .90 
  LEWC has fun events to watch and enjoy.  .83 
  While at LEWC visitors can sit back and be entertained. .82 
 
 
Escapist  
  Visitors to LEWC really feel as if they are in a different time and place. .62 
  Customers completely forget their daily routine while visiting LEWC.  .70 
  LEWC offers customers exciting activities in which to participate. .89 
 
To assess if the owners’ business priorities for the various 4Es were equivalent to 
their perception of the overall visitor experience for each experience economy construct, four 
paired Student T tests were conducted.  The results are shown in Table 4.28. 
For three of the 4Es, the priority of the business owners matched their perception of 
the overall destination’s product in the education, esthetics, and escapist dimensions with all 
three results of the three tests failing to produce a significant statistical difference.  
Entertainment, however, resulted in a statistically significant difference in means at the .01 
level of significance; tourism suppliers perceived the destination as offering more 
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Table 4.28  
Equality of Means Tests for Businesses’ 4E Perceptions versus 4E Priorities  
  
Education Esthetics Entertainment Escapist 
  
M SD t M SD t M SD t M SD t 
             Perceptions 4.99 1.14 -1.30 5.46 1.01 -1.38 4.87 1.25 4.03*** 4.84 1.12 -0.18 
N = 169 
            
 Priorities 3.95 2.03 
 
5.68 1.50 
 
4.10 1.72 
 
4.76 2.01 
 N = 152 
            
 df* 152 131 131 130 
p    .20   .17  .00**   .86 
Cohen’s d    .63  -.17  .53   .05 
*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p <.10 
 
entertainment choices than they provide as individual business operators.  The Cohen’s d 
statistics for differences in education (Cohen’s d = .63) and entertainment (Cohen’s d = .53) 
resulted in fairly large and medium effect sizes, respectively.  Whereas esthetics approached 
a potentially small effect size, the escapist element failed both to present statistical or 
practical significance in these comparisons.  Given this is exploratory research, however, 
there are opportunities to further refine these scales, the measurement models, and test the 
differences between individual investment in a single tourism offering and the overall 
tourism product as perceived by the whole of the tourism supply chain. 
Challenges and Issues for Wine Tourism Development in LEWC 
 The last portion of this exploratory analysis investigated the differences between 
various tourism suppliers’ estimation of challenges associated with wine tourism 
development in LEWC.  The four main groups of tourism suppliers were: (a) winery owners 
and farmers, (b) restaurateurs and retailers, (c) lodging operators, and (d) cultural and 
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recreational attraction providers.  The 17 topics were identified from numerous rural and 
wine tourism studies that identified stakeholder perceptions with regard to the challenges and 
needs for successful rural tourism development and adapted for the specifics of the LEWC 
(Beames, 2003; Boyne et al., 2003; Byrd et al., 2009; Colman, 2008; Gammack, 2006; Hall 
et al., 2005; Hede, 2008; Jayawardena et al., 2008; Poitras & Getz, 2006; Stewart et al., 
2008).   
 A series of one-way ANOVA tests on 17 topics related to local wine tourism 
development was conducted.  The items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale with 1 being not 
important at all to 7 being extremely important.  Interestingly, improving the reputation of the 
region’s wine quality resulted in the highest priority (M = 6.19) for all stakeholders separated 
by only one hundredth of a percent from preservation of the rural landscape (M = 6.18).  
Whereas cooperation with the Chautauqua Institution resulted in the lowest mean (5.32) on a 
7-point scale of importance, cooperation and resource sharing among all LEWC 
organizations was rated the third highest mean (6.16). 
 The results of these ANOVAs showed statistically significant differences on four of 
the issues investigated and are identified in Table 4.29 in bold: cooperation among 
organizations, greater support for LEWC issues by government officials, greater 
understanding of the LEWC benefits by locals, and greater marketing.  The other 13 issues 
did not result in statistical differences between groups.  It is interesting to note, however, that 
cooperation with Chautauqua Institution fell just short of statistical significance relative to 
the standard alpha level of .05 with a p-value of .06.  Table 4.30 identifies the particular 
issues for which statistical differences between groups were found along with the Cohen’s f 
statistic of standardized average effect size. According to the standards for this effect size 
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statistic, results equaling .10, .25, and .40 represent small, medium, and large effect sizes, 
respectively (Chen & Chen, 2010).  All four ANOVA tests demonstrated a medium effect 
size whereby approximately 25% of the variance on these four issues was explained by the 
type of tourism supplier, and slightly greater for the issue of marketing at 30%. 
Table 4.29  
Issues of Importance to Successful Wine Tourism Development in LEWC by Tourism  
 
Business Group 
 
Variable 
Winery &  
farm owners 
Restaurateurs & 
retailers 
Lodging 
operators 
Attraction 
providers 
 N = 41 N = 33 N = 44 N = 31 
 M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Preservation of the 
rural landscape  6.18 0.85 5.98 0.96 6.48 0.66 6.17 1.02 
Cooperation and 
resource sharing 
between LEWC 
organizations 6.15
a, b 
 0.81 5.95
a
 0.96 6.42
b
  0.66 6.24 
a, b
 0.99 
Enhancement of 
roadways, signage, 
infrastructure 6.05 0.97 5.83 1.05 6.21 0.97 6.07 0.91 
Greater 
commitment by local 
and state officials for 
LEWC issues 6.18
a 
0.79 5.66
c 
1.06 6.12
a, c
 0.94 5.87
a, c
 1.04 
Emphasis on cultural 
attractions 
 
5.85 0.75 5.85 1.22 5.91 1.08 6.07 1.01 
Better wine quality  6.30 0.73 6.00 1.14 6.23 0.81 6.00 1.05 
Enhancement of 
region’s wine 
reputation 
 
6.37 0.63 6.10 1.04 6.30 0.67 6.07 1.05 
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Table 4.29 continued 
Variable 
Winery & 
farm owners 
Restaurateurs & 
retailers 
Lodging 
operators 
Attraction 
providers 
 M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Enhancement of 
culinary and food 
offerings  5.95 0.83 6.00 1.06 6.19 0.89 6.09 0.87 
Greater 
understanding by 
residents for LEWC 
benefits 5.95
a, c 
0.83 6.00
a,c
 1.06 6.19
a 
0.89 6.09
c 
0.87 
Enhancement of the 
lodging offerings 
available  5.95 0.92 6.07 0.95 6.30 0.77 5.77 0.97 
Enhancement of 
recreational activities 5.90 0.86 5.93 0.95 5.98 1.09 5.57 1.14 
Cooperation with 
Chautauqua 
Institution 5.49
a 
1.17 5.36
a,d 
1.46 5.40
a,d 
1.48 4.67
d 
1.45 
Enhancement of 
special events and 
festivals  5.64 0.96 5.78 0.96 5.79 1.07 5.33 1.12 
Offering authentic 
LEWC experiences 5.90 0.86 5.93 0.95 5.98 1.09 5.57 1.14 
Greater service 
training for LEWC 
businesses’ staff 5.72 0.76 5.78 0.88 5.74 1.07 5.63 1.03 
Enhancement in 
marketing/ 
advertising  5.82
a
 0.79 5.91
a, b
 0.93 6.02
a 
 0.80 5.77
b
 1.00 
Consistency of wine 
signage across NY-Pa 
border 5.82 0.91 5.83 1.03 5.74 1.19 5.27 1.44 
*Includes other businesses, bold face items resulted in statistically significant one way-ANOVA 
a, b: statistical differences between groups .01 
a, c: statistical difference between groups at .05 
a, d: statistical difference between groups at .10 
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Table 4.30    
Significant ANOVA Results on Wine Country Challenges  
Source SS df MS F P Cohen’s f 
     
 
Cooperation among organizations 
    
 
  Between groups            5.63     3 1.88 2.61 .05 .25 
  Within groups          91.32 127 0.72 
  
 
  Total 
 
         96.95 130 0.75 
  
 
       
 
Government support of LEWC issues 
   
 
  Between groups            7.28     3 2.43 2.64 .05 .25 
  Within groups        117.65 128 0.92 
  
 
  Total 
 
       124.93 131 0.95 
  
 
       
 
Understanding of LEWC benefits by residents  
  Between groups            6.54     3 2.18 2.80 .04 .25 
  Within groups        101.34 130 0.78 
  
 
  Total 
 
       107.88 133 0.81 
  
 
       
 
Enhanced marketing 
    
 
  Between groups            9.05     3.00 3.02 3.96 .01 .30 
  Within groups          98.26 129.00 0.76 
  
 
  Total 
 
       107.31 132.00 0.81 
  
 
 
Using the conservative post-hoc Bonferroni procedure to test for differences between 
groups (Weiss, 2006), several were identified.  On the issue of cooperation among 
organizations, restaurateurs and retailers differed with lodging operators; on the issue of 
greater local government support for LEWC issues, restaurateurs and retailers differed with 
winery owners and farmers.  Attraction providers differed with lodging operators over the 
need for residents to appreciate LEWC more; these two groups proved to have a statistically 
significant difference at the .01 level on the need for enhanced marketing whereas the 
difference between attraction providers and winery owners and farmers on the same issue 
was significant at the level of .05.  Because Chautauqua Institution is unique to the 
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destination and this ANOVA approached statistical significance, it is worthwhile to mention 
that attraction providers disagreed with winery owners and farmers on the need for enhanced 
cooperation with the Institution.  The effect size for the variable of Institution cooperation 
(Cohen’s f = .24) was found to be in a medium magnitude effect size. 
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CHAPTER 5.  DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
This chapter summarizes and interprets the results reported in Chapter 4.  
Specifically, conclusions, implications, limitations, and suggestions for future research are 
presented. 
Summary 
A growing body of wine tourism research has validated the relevance of the 
experiential view (Ali-Knight & Carlsen, 2003; Charters et al., 2009; Galloway et al., 2008; 
Getz & Carlsen, 2008), and in particular the experience economy (Hayes & MacLeod, 2007; 
Morgan et al., 2009; Pikkemaat et al., 2009; Quadri-Felitti & Fiore, 2012) for understanding 
consumer behavior.  Using the experience economy framework, the present study explored 
wine tourism in Lake Erie Wine Country (formerly the Chautauqua-Lake Erie Wine Trail), 
an emerging rural wine tourism destination located in the western most portions of New York 
and Pennsylvania.  To date no research was found to have focused on wine tourism in the 
Lake Erie American Viticultural Area situated along the southern shore of Lake Erie.  Rural 
tourism continues to grow in economic consequence (Sznajder et al., 2009; Timothy, 2005) 
with government agencies recently recognizing the value of grape growing to tourists and 
rural businesses alike in the Lake Erie region (Quadri-Felitti & Fiore, 2011; “State Grant,” 
2008).  The present study is the first, to the researcher’s knowledge, of any systematic, 
scientific study of both consumer behavior and supplier behavior about this rural wine 
tourism region. 
Central to the research was establishment of a profile of the Lake Erie wine tourist, a 
key stakeholder in the region’s tourism.  The present study investigated and compared the 
differences in perceptions between these tourists and another group of stakeholders, namely 
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the tourism providers of Lake Erie Wine Country, with an emphasis on the experiential 
model derived from Pine and Gilmore (1999).  It specifically focused on the model’s four 
realms of experience: education, esthetic, entertainment, and escapist (the 4Es).  The study 
also investigated distinctions among supply side stakeholders with regard to their views 
about the issues important for successful wine tourism development within the destination.  
The findings of these separate sections of research are integrated into a holistic view of the 
Lake Erie Wine Country experience.  Together these results contribute to the expanding 
theory of experiential consumption of tourism as well as provide a basis from which to derive 
practical managerial suggestions for wine tourism providers.  
The Lake Erie Wine Tourist 
The present study found the Lake Erie wine tourist to be a relatively affluent, 
educated, older American.  The age, income, education level, and domestic residency of the 
typical wine tourist in LEWC is similar to that of wine tourists of other wine regions (Getz & 
Carlsen, 2008; Mitchell & Hall, 2006; Tassiopoulos et al., 2004).  As an inaugural profile of 
the wine tourism consumer in Lake Erie, these results provide a benchmark for further 
investigations and supply the beginning to a more robust understanding of the LEWC 
tourists.  Providing confidence intervals for this initial hypothesis may enable future studies 
to estimate if these data remains consistent over time. 
Visitor intentions, likely predictors of behavior, are useful harbingers of prospective 
sales and customer loyalty (Lam & Hsu, 2004; Luo & Homburg, 2007; March & Woodside, 
2005).  This research sought to assess the effects of demographics, tripographics, and the 4Es 
on future behavioral intentions of tourists who visited the Lake Erie Wine Country.  
Consistent with earlier studies demonstrating that the effects of demographics vary (Bruwer, 
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2004; Fountain & Charters, 2010; Getz & Carlsen, 2008; Mitchell, 2006), the present 
research found similar results.  Overall, demographic characteristics, however, played little 
role in predicting future intentions, with the exception that women were more likely to 
recommend the Lake Erie wine tourism product than men.  Whereas this overall conclusion 
is in contrast to that of some previous studies, many of those were conducted outside the 
United States (Azim, 2010; Brown et al., 2006; Galloway et al., 2008; McDowell & Ma, 
2010; Mendes et al., 2010) and as such may have captured unique socio-economic or cultural 
traits causing disparate effects from those in this U.S. study.  Most wine tourism literature 
differentiated residency between international and domestic tourists; foreign visitors, 
however, were not represented in the current study’s sample.  Therefore, this variable was 
not tested as a predictor of future behavior.  Alternatively, because state residency was 
related to satisfaction in a North Carolina report on wine tourists, state residency was 
explored as a potential geographic segment predictor.  The state residency in this study 
actually consisted of two states, because the Trail straddles New York and Pennsylvania  
In-state residency of the combined states, which failed to explain recommending or returning 
intentions, amounted to nearly 76.0% of the sample.  Both states are relatively large geo-
political areas with New York totaling 54,556 square miles and Pennsylvania measuring 
46,055 square miles (United States Department of Interior, n.d.).  Subsequently, distinctive 
socio-cultural and economic attributes may characterize eastern and western populations or 
other geo-demographic subsections of the states.  Therefore, as a heterogeneous geographic 
segmentation, the in-state residency characteristic may not be useful in this context.  What 
may be more valuable to understanding how geographic segmentation affects future 
intentions of this traveler is to investigate particular drive distances to this destination as 
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reflected in studies on car-based travel and rural tourism (Connell & Page, 2007; Hardy, 
2003; Pennington-Gray, 2003; Prideaux & Carson, 2003).   
The failure of age to predict wine tourists’ future intentions may be a result of 
diminishing distinctions between generational perceptions, tastes, and attitudes as suggested 
by a recent Pew Research Center study (2010).  Lately attention is being paid to how the 
Great Recession has altered the ethics, attitudes, and consumption patterns of various age 
cohorts (De Hauw & De Vos, 2010; Krieter, 2011; Peck, 2010).  One possibility, relevant to 
the current discussion, may be that today’s wine tourists regardless of age seek similar 
experiential effects.  Findings from earlier wine tourism studies with regard to age (Brown, et 
al., 2006; Getz & Carlsen, 2008) would not have captured these contemplated generational 
changes caused by recent events and pressures, whereas the present study’s results may 
reflect some mounting abridgement in generational attitudes. 
Although demographics provide a foundational understanding of the typical LEWC 
tourist (Mitchell & Hall, 2006) and some commonalities with other region’s wine tourists 
were discovered, the usefulness of this insight is limited in predicting potential consumer 
behavior, as evidenced by a small amount of explained variance (R
2 
= .02) as well as lack of 
statistical significance of most variables.  These results support the approach of combining 
demographics with motivations, attitudes, and other characteristics in wine tourism research 
(Carlsen, 2004; Mitchell & Hall, 2006).  For instance, research about wine and food 
involvement and wine related travel has demonstrated a relationship with particular clusters 
of demographics (Brown, et al., 2007; Getz & Carlsen, 2008; Mitchell & Hall, 2003; Sparks, 
2007) that could be further integrated with the experiential evaluations of wine tourists.  
Likewise, ego-involvement and wine involvement scales have been used to understand 
107 
 
various wine tourists (Getz & Carlsen, 2008; Gross & Brown, 2006).  The failure of most 
demographics to predict future behavior suggests a different approach is needed.  For 
example integrating lifestyles with life stages, interests with incomes, and preferences with 
place of residence, a more detailed and multi-dimensional picture of what motivates and 
affects wine tourists may be drawn. 
Another set of characteristics explored in this study was tripographics, specifically the 
various trip characteristics of length of stay, activity level, visit history, and trip purpose.  
Whereas longer lengths of stay have shown to result in greater spending by the visitor and 
improved economic benefit to the destination stakeholders (Barros & Machado, 2010; Oh & 
Schuett, 2010; Tchetchik et al., 2008), the duration of the visit in this study made no impact 
on wine tourists’ future behavioral intentions regarding LEWC.  The data gathered on the 
tripographics of the Lake Erie wine tourist indicated that familiarity with this tourism 
product, as represented by the number of previous visits to the Trail (M = 3.6), positively 
predicted the intention to recommend it.  Numerous studies indicated that past behavior of 
tourists influences their future behavior, and the present results are in line with those findings 
(Bamberg, et al., 2003; Jang, et al., 2011; Lam & Hsu, 2004; Quintal, et al., 2010; Sonmez & 
Graefe, 1998; Sparks, 2007; Weaver et al., 2007).  In fact, a visitor’s history of having visited 
the area was the only demographic or tripographic that predicted the intention to return.  
Reported previous trips were statistically significant in predicting both intention to 
recommend and intention to return (p < .01).  This finding is consistent with findings about 
wine tourists in Spain (Marzo-Navarro & Pedraja-Iglesias, 2009) as well as rural wine 
festival tourists in the United States (Yuan et al., 2005).  The power of previous visits may 
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also be better understood when adjusted for the convenience of the visitor’s geographic 
residency (Alant & Bruwer, 2004; Alonso et al., 2007; Getz & Brown, 2006b).   
Whereas the present study found that the purpose of visiting friends and relatives 
(VFR) did not predict behavioral intentions, future studies might explore whether the purpose 
differs over subsequent visits.  Perhaps the first trip purpose equals VFR, whereas subsequent 
trips are motivated by other reasons.  Additionally multi-purpose motivations may be more 
relevant composite predictors.  Future studies investigating these distinctions regarding the 
tourist visit history may thereby offer a more detailed insight into the destination’s most loyal 
visitors.  
The overall engagement (quantity of activities) of tourists was statistically significant 
in predicting the intention to recommend.  The more activities (e.g., visiting different 
wineries and farms; dining in restaurants; attending festivals, cultural, or recreational events) 
undertaken during the visit, the more likely the visitor would recommend the destination in 
the future.  Previous literature established that wine tourists “seek” an assortment of activities 
(Bruwer & Alant, 2009; Charters & Ali-Knight, 2002; Cohen & Ben-Nun, 2009; Getz & 
Brown, 2006b; Getz et al., 2008) suggesting positive outcomes would result when multiple 
activity choices are “found” and consumed.   
The tripographic model explained future visitor behavior slightly more than 
demographics as evidenced by higher R
2
 values of .06 (intention to recommend) and R
2 
= .11 
(intention to return) over R
2 
= .02 (each intention) for tripographics and demographics, 
respectively.  Neither demographics nor tripographics, however, contributed sizably to 
anticipating future LEWC behavior.  These findings offer direction for future research 
suggesting these sets of variables be incorporated with one another or psychographics to 
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form a more sophisticated profile of the Lake Erie wine tourist.  Collectively these results 
suggest that it is the nature of the wine tourism experience itself that positively affects future 
intentions more so than both demographics and tripographics.  
The Experience Economy in the Lake Erie Wine Tourism 
 
A scale was adapted for measuring the experience economy’s 4Es in a rural wine 
tourism setting that proved to be reliable and valid through CFA.  The results of the present 
study indicate that the four dimensions were represented in the wine tourism experience.  
Similar to Hosany and Witham’s (2010) adaptation of the same scale (Oh et al., 2007) to the 
cruise experience, there were several consistent changes in the instrument.  Curiosity was not 
represented in the education construct, and harmony was not represented in the esthetic 
construct of the measurement model in wine tourism.  This may be a condition of the specific 
tourism context or the specific sample in this LEWC tourist study.  With 83.2% of 
respondents having visited the destination previously, perhaps levels of curiosity about the 
area were reduced due to familiarity.  Harmony may be too broad of an idea upon which to 
find consensus particularly when assessing a summative experience such as tourism.  
Nonetheless, this is the first time the measurement instrument had been successfully adapted 
to capture the aggregate experiential perception of a rural destination. 
The study further sought to explain the relationship of these four experiential 
constructs to the outcomes of future intentions to recommend and to return to the region.  Of 
the four realms, esthetics dominated the visitors’ experience and explained the greatest 
proportion of the tourists’ future behavioral intentions.  In fact, the esthetic realm so 
dominated the visitors’ experience that when modeled in a linear equation it reduced the 
other three experience economy constructs to much smaller contributions.  Although the 
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perceived esthetic’s prevalence in this model is consistent with previous studies in alternative 
tourism settings (Hosany & Witham, 2010; Oh et al., 2007), in the rural wine tourism 
context, it appears to be stronger.  In a cruise environment, the standardized coefficient of 
esthetics was .36 in predicting the intention to recommend (Hosany & Witham, 2010) versus 
.94 in the wine tourism experience.  The standardized coefficients of esthetics on four 
outcome variables (arousal, memory, quality, and satisfaction) employed in the bed and 
breakfast experience study did not exceed .90 ranging from .84 to .89.  The dominance of the 
esthetic may be the central characteristic of the rural wine tourism experience.  In past 
studies, the winescape of rural wine regions has proven to be fundamental to the attraction of 
these destinations (Alant & Bruwer, 2004; Bruwer & Alant, 2009; Carmichael, 2005; Cohen 
& Ben-Nun, 2009; Peters, 1997; Williams, 2001).  Views of the world’s wine regions are the 
subject of innumerable coffee table picture books and are illustrative of the tourist gaze.  
Urry (1995) described the tourist gaze as being aimed at features of landscape and townscape 
based on esthetic judgments particularly of the rural environment.  Places are selected for the 
pleasure and uniqueness they offer that differ from modern, everyday urban or suburban life.  
This perceived beauty of rural wine regions may be the essential appeal of the experience.   
The present study further hypothesized that the four experiential elements would 
mediate the demographic and tripographic characteristics of visitors’ intentions to 
recommend and return.  Given the association of gender, past visits, and activity level with 
the outcome variables (intentions), mediation testing was conducted using the statistically 
significant positive experience constructs of esthetics and escapist.  The esthetic experience 
was shown to fully mediate the effect of gender as well as that of activity level on intention 
to recommend.  Esthetics partially mediated the effect of past visits on both future intentions 
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but more on the intention to recommend than on the intention to return.  Because the 
esthetics dimension is about the visual and sensory appeal of the product, a history of repeat 
visits to the region may have solidified an esthetic perception or pleasant sense memory of 
these returning visitors, which is reinforced on subsequent visits.  
The escapist experience partially mediated the effect of a visitor’s activity level on his 
or her intention to recommend.  The escapist realm is characterized by immersion (Pine & 
Gilmore, 1999); therefore, this construct’s mediation of the effect of activity level 
(engagement) on future intentions may be reasonable to expect.  The results of these 
mediation tests show that wine tourists’ intended future behavior is influenced more by their 
experiential evaluation than by their individual or trip characteristics.  This again suggests 
that consumers are best understood through a lens more like a kaleidoscope of indictors to 
appreciate the complexities of their experiential evaluations. 
Creation of the LEWC Experience by Tourism Providers 
Prior wine tourism literature has focused primarily on the consumer’s evaluation of 
the experience economy elements (Hosnay & Witham, 2010; Pikkemaat et al., 2009; Oh et 
al., 2007), whereas the present research project explored both the wine tourist’s experience 
and how tourism producers create that experience.  This research appraised the level of 
priority placed by tourism providers on crafting each of the 4Es using an instrument adapted 
from one previously published (Oh et al., 2007).  The resulting CFA indicated that the 
escapist dimension, as a priority of business operators, emphasized a change of pace 
sentiment rather than transporting visitors to a new place or time.  Similar to the 
measurement model for the visitor, the notion of designing for harmony was not part of the 
esthetic dimension in the business priority CFA.  This may be a condition of the specific 
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tourism business sample comprised primarily of small, family-owned entrepreneurs.  
Harmony may be interpreted liberally and too abstract to reach consensus.  Nevertheless, this 
is the first time the measurement instrument had been successfully adapted to capture the 
aggregate experiential priorities when suppliers’ create a tourism product.  
This inaugural measurement model demonstrated the presence of the 4Es in the 
product planning of Lake Erie wine tourism suppliers.  These results, together with the 
results of the visitors’ measurement model, were used to determine differences between the 
businesses’ reported design emphasis and the visitors’ experience.  Three experience 
economy constructs—esthetics, education, and entertainment—were rated more highly by 
visitors than by business providers.  Education and entertainment proved to have statistically 
significant differences in means while esthetics did not.  The higher visitor ratings of the 
three aforementioned realms may be a result of an accumulative effect of their consumption.  
Education and entertainment lie on the same side of the absorption matrix of the experience 
economy model, while entertainment and esthetics lie along the passive participation line.  
Whereas tourism suppliers rated their individual business priority, visitors rated their overall 
destination experience.  This underscores the importance of appreciating the interdependence 
of the tourism supply chain wherein consumers evaluate the sum of their tourism experience 
rather than that of a single tourism provider.  
The differences between what visitors identified as experiencing and what business 
owners reported as planning priorities were statistically significant for three of the four 
constructs.  The differences between these two stakeholder groups on the educational, 
entertainment, and escapist dimensions were statistically significant at the p  <  .01 level, 
while the difference in the esthetic realm was not (p = .09), suggesting greater agreement 
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among what tourism providers perceive they offered and what tourists experienced on the 
sensory appeal of the destination.  This is valuable for tourism suppliers and marketers to 
remember and emphasize since esthetics is the principal experiential dimension for visitors.  
Whereas the difference between the two groups on esthetics resulted in a relatively small 
effect size (Cohen’s d = .18), all initiatives that drive cohesiveness between the tourism 
suppliers’ investment in the product and the tourists’ positive experience will advance the 
interests of both stakeholder groups.  
The largest differential in means between business owners’ design priority and 
visitors’ experience was in the education realm.  The mean for owners’ educational design 
priority was 3.95 versus the mean of 5.17 for visitors’ educational experience.  The 
Chautauqua-Lake Erie wine region enjoys a unique advantage of being home to the famous 
educational enclave, the Chautauqua Institution, and from the positioning of the County as 
the “World’s Learning Center” (CCVB, n.d.).  Because a portion of the study’s sample was 
derived from the Chautauqua County Visitor Bureau’s database, the visitor rating may be 
more of a reflection of the Institution’s reputation and marketing by the Chautauqua CVB 
and less of an expression of the wine tourist’s experience.  Alternatively, rural wine tourism 
providers may have foregone developing or promoting educational aspects of their own 
products so as not to compete with the predominant promotional message by the Institution 
and the CCVB.  
Similarly, tourism providers rated their priority for creating an entertainment 
experience lower (M = 4.10) than the visitors’ rated entertainment (M = 4.75).  Perhaps this is 
due to having collected four percent of the usable responses from visitors attending a 
vineyard concert, where the entertainment experience would be vivid.  More likely, 
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individual businesses may do less in the entertainment realm for visitors because they view 
regional marketing organizations as responsible for producing entertainment, such as 
festivals and special events; therefore, business owners may invest less in their individual 
entertainment offerings.  
Unlike the other three constructs, visitors rated the escapist experience lower than 
suppliers, and this resulted in a statistically significant, negative t-value (t =  
- 5.42).  This exception may be due to time or a visitor’s lack thereof.  To go from one sense 
of reality to actively participate in the creation of another (Pine & Gilmore, 1999) requires a 
time investment on the part of the visitor and an opportunity of appropriate type and length 
be offered by the tourism supplier.  With almost 43.0% of the visitor sample making day-
trips to the Trail and another 15.0% staying for a single overnight, perhaps there was just not 
enough time for the visitors to be fully immersed and “transported” to another sense of 
reality.  With the number of activities undertaken averaging 21 within short stays, visitors 
may not have had the time to become fully immersed or engaged to a sufficient extent to 
experience the effects of escapism.  Effect size measurements indicated a medium level of 
practical significance regarding differences between the two stakeholders on the educational 
(Cohen’s d = .75), escapist (Cohen’s d = .54), and entertainment (Cohen’s d = .45) 
dimensions, thereby, supporting additional investments and marketing strategies that will 
narrow these particular gaps. 
The higher rating of the escapist realm by suppliers than visitors may also be 
explained by the differences in the two separate measurement models.  Whereas the escapist 
realm of the visitor CFA captured fully its immersive, transcendence quality, the business 
priority CFA did not.  The tourism suppliers’ measurement model did not represent the 
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construct’s notion of a “different time or place” but reflected more of a getaway from the 
routines of daily life aspect.  The “escape” motivation is a consistent theme in research 
regarding the rural wine tourist.  Many wine tourism studies have researched day-trippers, 
which are residents “escaping” from adjacent urban centers to enjoy the bucolic calmness of 
wine country or overnight tourists doing the same from their hotel in a nearby gateway city 
(Alant & Bruwer, 2004; Alonso et al., 2007; Bruwer, 2003; Getz & Brown, 2006b; Treloar et 
al., 2004).  These previous works, however, focused more on the traveler’s motivation for a 
day out of the ordinary rather than the active participation and immersion of the tourist.  Both 
the passive getaway and a visitor’s active undertaking of a different identity play a role in 
creating the escapist realm in the experience economy (Pine & Gilmore, 1999).  With a 
medium effect size (Cohen’s d = .54), the current study’s findings suggest that this construct 
requires greater attention and refinement in future research to thoroughly understand what it 
means for tourists to “escape” to rural destinations. 
Another portion of the investigation into the LEWC tourism supply chain sought to 
evaluate tourism providers’ perception of the composite wine tourism product.  The study’s 
proposed instrument to assess business operators’ perception of the region’s collective wine 
tourism offering did not result in a sufficiently fitting model.  Surrogate variables, a single 
representative measurement item drawn from these data, however, served to investigate the 
equality of suppliers’ overall destination perceptions to their individual 4E business 
priorities.  This exploratory analysis signified that with the exception of the entertainment 
dimension, tourism suppliers believed their individual priorities for creating the education, 
esthetic, and escapist dimensions for visitors matched or exceeded that of the overall wine 
tourism product.  The sole statistically significant result indicated that tourism business 
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operators rated their perception of the destination’s entertainment experience greater than 
that of their individual investment in entertainment (t = 4.03, p = .00).  Again, this may 
reflect how business owners view the collective efforts of local organizations to be greater 
than their individual entertainment programming.  Additional research is required to more 
fully understand the bases for these differences. 
Business Stakeholders and Future Wine Tourism Development 
In addition to analyzing the creation and evaluation of the Lake Erie Wine Country 
tourist experience, the study investigated business stakeholders’ perceived needs for 
successful wine tourism development.  The lack of previous investigation into this research 
vein about the destination governed the exploratory approach taken in this section.  Much 
past research has demonstrated rural tourism stakeholders differ about key development 
issues (Boyne et al., 2003; Byrd et al., 2009; Jamal & Stronza, 2009; Schiebel, 2005; Tinsley 
& Lynch, 2001).  Surprisingly, there was a great deal of consensus among various LEWC 
business stakeholders with regard to the issues and challenges surrounding wine tourism 
growth.  
Among four groups of stakeholders—(a) farmers and winery owners, (b) 
restaurateurs and retailers, (c) lodging operators, and (d) attraction providers, inclusive of 
both cultural and recreational—areas of agreement were found in three broad categories.  
These included: (a) destination (environmental) maintenance (e.g., landscape preservation, 
roads and infrastructure, signage), (b) culinary and wine enhancement (e.g., dining, wine 
quality and wine reputation), and (c) individual tourism supply improvement (e.g., lodging, 
cultural and recreational activities, festivals, authenticity, service).  Only four of 17 issues 
tested with one-way ANOVAs resulted in statistically significant F statistics.  The two 
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general categories in which the four groups disagreed were: (a) the notion of cooperation 
among stakeholders and (b) improved marketing.  For instance, the issues of community (p = 
.04) and government support (p = .05) for the value of wine tourism, and the need for 
cooperation among organizations (p = .05) were items on which groups differed.  It is 
worthwhile to note that cooperation with the Chautauqua Institution (p = .06) fell just short 
of statistical significance relative to the standard alpha level of .05.   
Of the four groups, the restaurateurs and retailers group differed with lodging 
operators on the need for greater cooperation among local organizations and with the winery 
owners and farmers on the need for greater government support for LEWC issues, whereas 
attraction providers differed with lodging operators about the greater need for residents to 
understand the benefits of LEWC.  Additionally attraction providers disagreed with both the 
winery owners and farmers’ group as well as lodging operators about the need for enhanced 
marketing efforts for the destination.  These findings are consistent with other research 
regarding rural tourism (Alonso & Liu, 2010; Stewart et al., 2008). 
It is crucial that tourism providers’ work together to offer a consistent experience to 
visitors, as each operator is an essential link in the tourism supply chain.  Therefore, 
acknowledging one another’s perspectives as well as that of their shared consumer—the 
tourist—enables individual businesses to make appropriate decisions that, collectively as 
well as individually, may contribute to the improvement of the entire destination experience.  
Information sharing, as a starting point for cooperation, is consistent with rural tourism 
stakeholder studies (Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Gray, 1989; Jamal & Getz, 1999).  Sharing 
the results of this study, marking this general accord, may engender greater cooperation 
among tourism providers and bodes well for building greater consensus among LEWC 
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supplier stakeholders.  Collaboration and cooperation is an identified hallmark of successful 
rural tourism development throughout the world (Beames, 2003; Hall, 2005; McKercher, 
1993; Poitras & Getz, 2006; Stewart et al., 2008). 
Implications 
The present study contributes to the nascent body of research on the experience 
economy’s application to tourism experiences.  This is the first study to empirically examine 
the experience economy from both the demand (visitors) and supply (tourism providers) 
perspectives in a rural wine tourism context and to explore, in-depth, the tourism product 
offered along the Chautauqua-Lake Erie wine trail.  This present study contributes to the 
growing body of research related to the value of rural tourism (Sznajder et al., 2009; 
Timothy, 2005) and in particular to understanding the perspectives of suppliers and tourists 
as equal stakeholders (Byrd et al., 2009).  This study continued the refinement of the original 
scale developed by Oh et al. (2007), which advanced the concepts popularized by Pine and 
Gilmore (1999).  The results herein help solidify the theoretical foundation upon which to 
empirically test the experience economy in tourism practice.  In line with the call by Oh, et 
al. (2007), the present study “empirically tested the viability of the concept [experience 
economy] and its relationships with other meaningful variables, thereby contributing to 
knowledge generation and theoretical progress of the concept” (p. 129).  The dimensional 
structure of the experience economy was maintained within a different tourism context as 
predicted (Oh et al., 2007) and demonstrated in a cruise context (Hosany & Witham, 2010) 
and, thereby, contributes to establishing a sound research practice that may continue to 
evolve.  
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In all three studies, the esthetic dimension prevailed as the strongest dimension.  This 
underscores the necessity of tourism marketers and providers to pay keen attention to 
highlighting this dimension in their promotional messages and product design.  In particular 
this study shows that the esthetic of the winescape, encompassing the natural, cultural, and 
social aspects of the wine tourism destination, should have particular resonance for 
marketers.  The strength of the other three dimensions, however, differed across the three 
tourism contexts.  Thus, it is possible that tourist involvement in the core product offering 
(e.g., wine, cruising) or motivational factors such as sensation-seeking, novelty, and 
relaxation (Ali-Knight & Carlsen, 2003; Dodd, 1995; Galloway et al., 2008; Weaver, 
McCleary, Jiho, & Blosser, 2009) affects the degree of influence of education, escapist, and 
entertainment in different tourism contexts.  Marketing messages to wine tourists, while 
emphasizing the esthetic, should incorporate all three elements of the experience economy 
and the 4Es’ accumulative value to the consumer.  Likewise, destination marketers may 
evaluate how to strengthen the visitors’ association of entertainment and education with the 
attraction of visiting LEWC. 
The present study demonstrated that the original experience economy instrument 
could successfully be adapted to measure the supply side of tourism.  These results contribute 
to the further refinement of experiential theory in wine tourism consumption, widening it to a 
circumferential view inclusive of experience creators and experience consumers.  Similarly, 
practical implications of the contribution of this study have also been expanded.  Tourism 
suppliers may advance or adjust their product emphasis according to the elements most likely 
to resonate with visitors.  Comparing their individual business priorities to those of their 
customers, tourism providers may make better informed choices as to where and how to 
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invest in their product experience.  Preserving the esthetic of the destination is clearly a 
priority for tourism providers, collectively and individually.   
The importance of the entire destination’s esthetic dimension in the wine tourism 
context cannot be overstated.  Shared knowledge about visitors’ experiences better enables 
local organizations to articulate an appropriate and clear objective about the protection of and 
investment in the esthetic.  How best to achieve that goal and how to maintain an authentic 
esthetic product, encompassing the environmental, socio-cultural notions of the winescape, 
however, may be less clear.  A potential road map may be found in the numerous regulatory, 
environmental, and developmental efforts of the rural California wine producing 
communities, chronicled by several authors (Colman, 2008; Peters, 1997; Skinner, 2000). 
Other strategies that may be jointly and individually emphasized by marketers of the 
rural wine tourism product are enhancing the appeal and perception of the entertainment 
aspects of the destination.  The low evaluation of this dimension by visitors and suppliers 
indicates opportunities to coordinate and market more effectively the region’s entertainment 
offerings.  Entertainment and events offered by individual businesses could be better 
coordinated with competing local organization’s events.  Furthermore, local marketing 
entities may select one or two strategic events to be produced for a longer duration, enlisting 
a majority of tourism suppliers, promoted more extensively that may elevate the visitor’s 
entertainment experience rating.  Likewise, by accentuating the wide variety of activities 
available in the region, the destination may appeal to a diverse audience and improve the 
immersive experience, particularly among Gen Y visitors (PGAV Destinations Consulting, 
2011) or the Gen Y psychographic (Pew Research Center, 2010).   
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Given that one of the local positioning strategies is to be a learning destination via the 
Chautauqua CVB and Institution, the educational dimension may be overlooked by certain 
individual tourism businesses.  Learning is a motivation of travelers and in particular wine 
tourists (Ali-Knight & Charters, 2001; Charters & Ali Knight, 2000; Williams & Kelly, 
2001).  The educational element may be expanded to encompass more than wine tastings or 
cooking classes; it may also relate to learning about wine making, farming, social and 
geological history of the AVA, the habitats of flora and fauna, among other natural and 
cultural resources.  Establishing partnerships with local educational institutions such as 
Mercyhurst College in North East, PA, which offers a culinary arts degree, and the Lake Erie 
Regional Grape Laboratory, a joint venture by Cornell and Pennsylvania State Universities in 
Portland, NY, would extend the Trail’s learning halo to shine on the culinary and agri-
tourism attributes as part of the wine tourism experience.  The creation of the Concord Grape 
Belt Heritage Association’s (CGBHA) Grape Discovery Center in the geographic center of 
the Trail, currently awaiting completion in 2012, may aid in leveraging the learning 
dimension, as it is expected to house several informational exhibits (CGBHA, n.d.) 
As part of the requirements of the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s North East 
Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education (NESARE) Community Innovation Grant 
that partially funded this research, the present study’s results along with corresponding 
educational materials are required to be made available to the local organizations named in 
this project (Quadri-Felitti & Fiore, 2011).  Because stakeholder cooperation has been found 
to be dependent on access to information (Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Gray, 1989), 
stakeholder collaboration may further be improved with the dissemination of the results of 
this study through these NESARE grant activities.  
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Limitations 
One limitation of the study was the use of the convenience sample made up of the 
proprietary consumer databases of the Lake Erie Wine Country marketing organization and 
the Chautauqua County Visitors Bureau.  The data were supplemented by sampling visitors 
to three separate vineyard concerts held at a single winery over three weekends.  Although 
this supplemental data collection method resulted in less than 50 usable surveys, this 
collection point may have influenced these responses.  These data do not represent a random 
sample of all the tourists that may visit the region, and the study was limited in its sampling 
time frame of 10 weeks.  The study design did focus on capturing consumers who met the 
criteria of having visited the Trail and therefore capable of evaluating this specific wine 
tourism product.  Additional studies may use alternative data collection methods such as 
employing a random sampling method of a more widely dispersed geographic population, 
administering the survey continually throughout a season or over several seasons, or 
collecting data through randomly selected, intercept interviews at nearby airports in Erie, PA 
or Buffalo, NY.  Generalization of the results should be approached with caution.  Another 
limitation is that the study did not seek to include residents as stakeholders in the study, 
outside of their roles as business operators.  Similarly, it did not specifically capture 
government or public employees responsible for local economic or community development 
issues and, therefore, focused mostly on the primary tourism stakeholders of consumers and 
suppliers. 
Future Studies 
Further studies should test the measurement model in a variety of wine tourism 
destinations.  A better measurement scale for business stakeholders’ perception of the overall 
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destination experience may expand understanding of the supply chain’s cohesiveness relative 
to their individual contributions to the local wine tourism experience.  Qualitative research 
methods that triangulate the experiential view of both visitors and tourism providers would 
advance and deepen the theories tested herein.  In addition, qualitative research would also be 
valuable in deepening the appreciation of various stakeholder positions, subsequently to 
bridge gaps in collective decision making, to more effectively lobby for finite resources and 
to enjoy a competitive advantage over competing destinations.  It would also be worthwhile 
to assess the visitors’ experience within each separate component of the tourism supply chain 
(e.g., lodging, restaurant, attraction, winery) to establish the proportional contribution of each 
consumed service to the visitors’ composite experience.  
Studies that establish the role of the 4Es in generating consumption evaluations (i.e., 
satisfaction, quality) in addition to travelers’ future intentions would be useful to marketers 
and tourism suppliers and broaden the theoretical understanding of the experience economy 
in the wine tourism context.  Similarly, research that enlightens marketers about pre-visit 
motivations as well as alternative post-visit evaluations would augment these findings.  
Examining tourist search behaviors in the rural wine destination decision process relative to 
the 4Es would further aid destination marketers and extend the theoretical platform of the 
experience economy.  Additional future intentions that could be investigated are intended 
post-visit purchases of the regions’ wines or intention to recommend the regions’ wines 
(Mitchell, 2006).  These outcomes would be valuable to wine makers, government revenue 
agencies (local and state tax departments), and grape farmers alike; after all cellar door sales 
as a means to create new wine consumers has been touted as one strategic reason to advance 
wine tourism (Bruwer, 2004; Dodd, 2000; Lebkowski & Cole, 2005). 
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Replicating the research within more developed wine tourism regions (e.g.,Chianti, 
Italy; Napa Valley, CA), increasing sample sizes, and testing with additional statistical rigor 
would add to the body of knowledge specifically as the experiential view applies to wine 
tourism.  Further research may test adapted measurement instruments in various rural tourism 
venues, on tourism foci such as golf tourism, mountain tourism (skiing and climbing), or 
nature-based tourism (e.g., rafting, birding, and fishing).  By duplicating this study in rural 
destinations closer in proximity to top tier markets such as Chicago, New York, Toronto, or 
London, larger, randomly collected samples may be more readily drawn from these more 
densely populated areas.  It would be meaningful to distinguish between international and 
domestic wine tourists (Alonso et al., 2007; Azim, 2010) using the visitor experiential scale 
in regions where both types of tourists are known to travel and to develop a cross-cultural 
perspective on experiential views of these segments of wine tourists.  
Application of these methods across varying destination lifecycle stages or in diverse 
geographic regions would help establish a stronger theoretical understanding of wine tourism 
experience, identify any commonalities across destinations, and help explain differences 
among specific locations as well as phases of development.  Above all, additional research 
that continues to explore the contributions of Lake Erie wine tourism to the environmental, 
social, and economic health of the region will aid the whole of the community and will 
advance recognition for the theoretical as well as the practical value of identifying 
stakeholder perceptions and consumer experiential expectations.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
Visitors’ Survey Measurement Items 
 
Demographics 
 
1. Gender 
 
a. Male 
b. Female 
 
2. Age 
 
What year were you born? ____________ 
 
3. Household income 
 
a. Less than $30,000 
b. 30,000 – $44,999 
c. $45,000 – $59,999 
d. $60,000 – $74,999 
e. $75,000 – $89,999 
f. $90,000 – $104,999 
g. $105,000 – $19,999 
h. $120,000 – $134,999 
i. $135,000 – $149,999 
j. More than $150,000 
 
4. What is your zip code or postal code? 
 
5. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 
a. Less than high school 
b. High school or GED 
c. Associate degree 
d. Bachelor degree 
e. Master’s degree 
f. Doctoral degree 
 
 
 
 
Tripographics 
 
1. Was your recent trip to LEWC within the last 12 months? 
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2. What was the primary purpose of your most recent trip? 
Leisure: Business: 
What type of leisure? What type of business 
a. Visit winery or wineries 
b. Special occasion (e.g., wedding, 
birthday) 
c. Vacation 
d. Club or association outing 
e. Wine trail special event 
f. Visit friends and family 
g. Other 
a. Industry conference 
b. Company event 
c. Field work 
d. Client meeting 
e. Temporary work 
f. Research 
g. Other 
 
3. How many times, previous to this trip, have you visited LEWC in the last 24  
months? 
 
4. How many nights did you stay in or around LEWC during the most recent visit? 
 
5. During your recent visit to Lake Erie Wine Country, how many times did you 
visit or participate in the following? 
 
a. New York wineries  
b. Pennsylvania wineries  
c. Restaurants  
d. Farm stands  
e. Non-grape farm (i.e., animal, flower)  
f. Retail shops (e.g., gifts, antiques) 
g. Gallery, museum (e.g. pottery, historic site) 
h. Sports activities (e.g. biking, hiking) 
i. Chautauqua Institution (e.g., performance, lecture) 
j. Lake Erie recreation (e.g., boating, fishing) 
k. Festival or special event (e.g., art, music) 
l. Public or state park lands  
m. Other 
n. Other 
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The 4Es 
 
1. Educational realm: consumers’ active participation in an experience in which their 
minds and/or bodies are actively engaged and their individual knowledge or skills 
are enhanced. The four items measuring the educational realm are: 
 
a. My trip to LEWC made me more knowledgeable. 
b. I learned a lot. 
c. Visiting LEWC stimulated my curiosity to learn new things. 
d. My trip to LEWC was a real learning experience. 
 
2. Escapist realm: customers actively contribute to the experience allowing them to 
transcend their everyday experience and feel as if they are in a different 
place/time. The four items measuring the escapist realm are: 
 
a. I felt I played a different character here. 
b. I felt like I was living in a different time or place. 
c. Being in LEWC let me imagine being someone else. 
d. I completely escaped from reality. 
 
3. Esthetic realm: consumers passively just enjoy being in a sensorial and attractive 
environment. The four items measuring the esthetic realm are: 
 
a. I felt a sense of harmony. 
b. Being in LEWC was very pleasant. 
c. The setting was pretty bland. (Reverse coded.) 
d. LEWC is very attractive. 
 
4. Entertainment realm: customers passively observe a performance or activity. The 
four items measuring the entertainment realm are: 
 
a. Activities of others were amusing to watch. 
b. Watching others perform was captivating. 
c. I really enjoyed watching what others were doing. 
d. Activities of others were fun to watch. 
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Behavioral Intentions 
 
1. To Recommend 
 
a. I will recommend LEWC to others. 
b. I will encourage others to visit LEWC. 
c. I will have many stories to tell about this experience. 
 
2. To Return 
 
a. I am willing to visit Lake Erie Wine Country again. 
b. I will definitely come back to this destination.  
c. I will choose a different a different wine tourism destination next time. 
(Reverse coded) 
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APPENDIX B 
 
Business Survey Measurement Items 
Business Owners 4E Perceptions 
 Design Priorities 
1. Educational realm: consumers’ active participation in an experience in which their 
minds and/or bodies are actively engaged and their individual knowledge or skills 
are enhanced. The four items measuring the educational realm are: 
 
a. You designed the business to include a learning experience for the customer. 
b. Visitors come to your business experience is designed to stimulate customers’ 
curiosity to learn something new. 
c. You emphasize “learning opportunities” for your customers as a theme of 
your business.  
d. Many of your customers come back because they can learn something new. 
 
2. Escapist realm: customers actively contribute to the experience allowing them to 
transcend their everyday experience and feel as if they are in a different 
place/time. The four items measuring the escapist realm are: 
 
a. Your business allows customers to feel as if they are in a different time or 
place. 
b. You strive to make your business experience a complete escape for customers. 
c. Your business experience allows customers to imagine them being someone 
else. 
d. You help your customers completely forget their daily routine. 
 
3. Esthetic realm: consumers passively just enjoy being in a sensorial and attractive 
environment. The four items measuring the esthetic realm are: 
 
a. You organized your business to create a sense of harmony for customers. 
b. You design your business setting to be pleasing to customers’ senses. 
c. You focus on making your business really beautiful for the customer. 
d. Making the environment attractive to customers is a main theme of your 
business. 
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4. Entertainment realm: customers passively observe a performance or activity.  The 
four items measuring the entertainment realm are: 
 
a. You try to create an entertaining experience for your customers. 
b. You offer activities that are fun for customers to watch. 
c. Your customers enjoy watching others while at your business. 
d. You try to provide special events to entertain your customers. 
 
 Perception of the overall destination 
1. Educational realm: consumers’ active participation in an experience in which their 
minds and/or bodies are actively engaged and their individual knowledge or skills 
are enhanced.  The three items measuring the educational realm are: 
 
a. LEWC offers ample wine-related educational opportunities for visitors. 
b. Visitors come to LEWC to learn more about the wine and area. 
c. Visitors can easily enhance their knowledge while visiting LEWC. 
 
2. Escapist realm: customers actively contribute to the experience allowing them to 
transcend their everyday experience and feel as if they are in a different 
place/time.  The three items measuring the escapist realm are: 
 
a. Customers completely forget their daily routine while visiting LEWC.  
b. Visitors to LEWC really feel as if they are in a different time and place. 
c. LEWC offers customers exciting activities in which to participate. 
 
3. Esthetic realm: consumers passively just enjoy being in a sensorial and attractive 
environment.  The three items measuring the esthetic realm are: 
 
a. LEWC offers a beautiful countryside for visitors. 
b. The unique landscape of LEWC is attractive to visitors. 
c. LEWC offers visitors many sensory pleasures. 
 
4. Entertainment realm: customers passively observe a performance or activity.  The 
three items measuring the entertainment realm are: 
 
a. LEWC has fun events to watch and enjoy.  
b. LEWC offers visitors many entertainment choices. 
c. While at LEWC visitors can sit back and be entertained. 
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PLEASE INDICATE HOW IMPORTANT THE FOLLOWING ARE TO SUCCESSFUL 
DEVELOPMENT OF LEWC AS A TOURISM DESTINATION. 
 
a. Preservation of the rural landscape of LEWC. 
b. Cooperation and resource sharing between LEWC organizations. 
c. Enhancement in the roadways, signage, infrastructure. 
d. Greater commitment by local and state officials for LEWC issues 
e. Emphasis on cultural attractions and historical sites 
f. Better wine quality 
g. Improve the reputation of the wine quality 
h. Enhancement of culinary and food offerings in LEWC 
i. Greater appreciation for the benefits of wine country by residents 
j. Enhancement of authentic LEWC experiences 
k. Enhancement of the lodging offerings available in LEWC 
l. Enhancement of recreational activities in LEWC 
m. Greater service training for LEWC businesses staff 
n. Better cooperation with the Chautauqua Institution 
o. Enhancement in the marketing/advertising efforts 
p. Consistency of Trail elements between NY and PA 
q. Enhancement of special events and festivals 
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APPENDIX C 
Tri-State (New York-Pennsylvania-Ohio) Zip Code Distribution of  
Lake Erie Wine Tourists 
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APPENDIX D 
ISU Institutional Review Board Approvals for  
Research Involving Human Subjects 
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